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Introduction  
 

Even though Europe is one of the richest regions in the world, economic and social disparities exist 

between the EUôs Member States and their regions. The challenge to reduce these differences has 

grown, since 2004, with the entry of 12 new Member States with GDPs that are well below the EUôs 

average. The objective to enhance growth and to create jobs in Europeôs poorer regions is pursued by 

means of the EUôs structural and cohesion funds; new programmes began in 2007 and will end in 

2013
1
. 

 

The aim of this Flash Eurobarometer survey ñCitizensô awareness and perceptions of EU regional 

policyò (N
o
 298) is to investigate EU citizensô attitudes about the Unionôs regional policy. Questions 

asked in the survey included: 

 

¶ Are EU citizens aware of the support received in the framework of EU regional policy? 

¶ Do they feel that their cities or regions ï and they personally ï have benefited from the policy?  

¶ Do EU citizens agree with the notion that EU regional policy should mainly serve to help poorer 

regions to catch up with the more affluent ones?  

¶ What should EU regional policy have as its priorities, both today and in the future?  

¶ Do they think that EU regional policy should continue to be managed in a decentralised way by 

national and regional governments? 

¶ Are EU citizens aware of the European territorial cooperation objective to strengthen cross-border, 

trans-national and inter-regional cooperation? 

 

This Flash Eurobarometer survey is part of a trend series; the results of the previous wave were 

published in February 2008 ï Flash Eurobarometer survey N
o
 234

2
. The current report presents 

comparative data between the two waves. 

 

The survey obtained interviews ï via fixed-line and mobile phones with some conducted face-to-face ï 

with nationally representative samples of EU citizens (aged 15 and older) living in the 27 Member 

States. The target sample size in most countries was 1,000 interviews; in total, 27,067 interviews were 

conducted by Gallupôs network of fieldwork organisations from June 18 to June 22, 2010. Statistical 

results were weighted to correct for known demographic discrepancies.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1
 For more information, see http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm 

2
 See: http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_234_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/object/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl_234_en.pdf
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Main findings  
 

EU regional support projects ï citizensô awareness and the perceived benefits 

 

¶ Roughly a third (34%) of EU citizens said they had heard about EU co-financed projects to 

improve their local area; of those ñawareò citizens, three-quarters (76%) felt that the EUôs 

support had had a positive impact on development in their city or region. 

 

¶ Over a third (36%) of respondents who had heard of EU co-financed projects and who said 

that these projects had had a positive impact on development in their city or region also felt 

that they had personally benefited from such projects. 

 

¶ EU citizensô awareness levels of funds received were higher in countries that were eligible for 

support under the Convergence objective than in countries only covered by the Regional 

Competitiveness and Employment objective or European Territorial Cooperation objective.  

 

¶ In all EU Member States, more than half of respondents, who had heard about EU co-financed 

projects in their region, said that this support had been positive for development in their area; 

the proportion of respondents expressing such optimism ranged from 56% in Italy to 90% in 

Lithuania, Ireland and Poland. 

 

¶ A comparison ï between the 2008 and 2010 results ï suggests that there has been a decrease in 

awareness of EU regional support projects, but an increase in respondentsô perceptions of 

benefits of EU regional support projects in their area.  

 

¶ Respondents who thought that the EUôs support had had a negative impact on development in 

their city or region (10% of all respondents) were presented with a list of potential reasons to 

explain why this was the case. The largest proportion (37%) mentioned that funding had gone 

to the wrong projects. About a fifth (21%) of these particular respondents felt that access to 

EU funds was too difficult and 11% said funding had not been sufficient to have a genuine 

impact. 

 

Information sources about EU regional support projects 

 

¶ When respondents were asked where they had heard about EU co-financed projects, more than 

half (53%) mentioned TV as their source of information. Local or regional newspapers were 

mentioned by 32% of respondents and 19% said they had read about the projects in national 

newspapers. 

 

Preferred beneficiaries of EU regional policy initiatives 

 

¶ A large majority of EU citizens accepted that the Unionôs regional policy served as a tool to 

reduce the gap between development levels of the various regions in the EU: 88% said that it 

was rather a good thing that most regional funding was concentrated on the poorest regions in 

order to help them catch up with the rest of the EU. 

 

¶ About half (49%) of EU citizens said that EU regional policy should focus exclusively on the 

poorer regions, while 47% answered that ï in addition to the poorer regions ï more affluent 

regions should also be eligible for EU support. 

 

¶ The individual country results for the question as to whether the EU should support all regions 

or focus exclusively on the poorer ones showed considerable variation. In Denmark, 58% of 

respondents said that only the poorer regions should get support, while in Latvia, about half as 

many respondents shared this view (32%). 
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¶ A comparison across waves showed that respondents in the current wave appeared to be more 

likely to believe that EU regional policy should focus exclusively on the poorer regions (49% in 

2010 vs. 38% in 2008). 

 

Targets for EU regional support 

 

¶ When asked where EU regional support should be targeted, 75% of respondents said that it 

should go to regions with high unemployment. Next in line, remote rural or mountain areas 

and deprived urban areas were each mentioned as priority candidates by just under half of 

respondents (47% for both). 

 

¶ Educational, health and social infrastructure, and environmental issues, were regarded as being 

among the most important policy areas by almost all respondents (89% and 87%, 

respectively). After these two policy areas, just over 8 in 10 EU citizens considered support for 

small businesses and employment training as important policy sectors (83% and 82%, 

respectively). 

 

Multi -level governance 

 

¶ Roughly 3 in 10 (29%) EU citizens answered that decisions about EU regional policy projects 

should be taken at a regional level, and a similar proportion (28%) said that such decisions 

should be taken at a local level. About a fifth (21%) expressed a preference for national 

decision-making processes. A sixth of respondents (17%) thought it would be best that the EU 

took decisions about the Unionôs regional policy projects. 

 

Awareness of ï and support for ï EU regional funding for cross-border cooperation 

 

¶ Roughly a fifth (19%) of EU citizens said they were aware that regions in different countries 

cooperated in order to be eligible for funding under the European Territorial Cooperation 

objective. A large majority (79%), however, had never heard about such cross-border 

cooperation. 

 

¶ Respondents in Malta (45%) were ï by far ï the most likely to say they were aware that 

regions in different countries cooperated in order to be eligible for funding under the 

European Territorial Cooperation objective. Denmark, Spain and Romania were the closest to 

Malta with 33% of interviewees who said they knew about such cross-border initiatives. 

 

¶ Among respondents who had heard about such cooperation, two-thirds (67%) thought that the 

EU should make more funds available to support such initiatives between regions in different 

countries. 

 

Awareness of the Baltic Sea Region cooperation programme 

 

¶ A third of respondents in EU Member States around the Baltic Sea were aware that there was 

an EU strategy to promote cooperation between the Baltic Sea countries. 

 

¶ Respondents in Finland and Sweden were the most likely to say they had heard about the 

Baltic Sea Region cooperation programme (both 63%), while in Germany and Poland, only 

half as many interviewees were aware of its existence (27% and 32%, respectively). 
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EU Cohesion and Regional Policy ï background  
 

The EU comprises 27 Member States which form a community with 271 regions and an internal 

market of 493 million citizens. At the same time, however, the economic and social disparities among 

these countries and their regions are great. EU regional policy is designed to promote economic and 

social cohesion and to reduce the gap between the development levels of the various regions. The 

European Fund for Regional 

Development (EFRD), the European 

Social Fund (ESF) and the Cohesion 

Fund contribute to three objectives (see 

below) in the areas of: convergence, 

regional competitiveness and 

employment, and European territorial 

cooperation. 

 

The rationale of the Convergence 

objective is to promote growth-

enhancing conditions and factors 

leading to real convergence for the 

least-developed Member States and 

regions. In the EU, this objective 

concerns ï within 18 Member States ï 

84 regions with a per capita GDP that is 

less than 75% of the Community 

average and another 16 regions (on a 

ñphasing-outò basis) with a GDP 

slightly above the threshold. For the 

current programming period from 2007 

to 2013, 82% of the structural and 

cohesion funds will serve this objective. 

 

Before the EUôs enlargement in 2004, regions covered by the Convergence objective were primarily 

Spain, southern Italy, Greece, Portugal, eastern Germany, Ireland, some regions of the UK, the thinly 

populated (northern) regions of Sweden and Finland, and French overseas departments. After 2004, 

Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia, the Baltic states, Malta and Cyprus joined 

the countries receiving financial support from the structural funds. For the new programming period 

(2007 to 2013), the newest Member States, Romania and Bulgaria, were also allocated funds.  

 

For the current programming period, all the regions not covered by the Convergence objective are 

eligible for funding under the Regional Competitiveness and Employment objective. This aims to 

strengthen competitiveness and attractiveness, as well as employment. In the EU, a total of 168 regions 

will be eligible. Within these, 13 regions represent so-called ñphasing-inò areas, subject to special 

financial allocations due to their former status as ñobjective 1ò regions
3
. Regions in 19 Member States 

are concerned with this objective. For the current programming period, 16% of funds will support this 

objective. 

 

The European Territorial Cooperation objective aims to strengthen cross-border, trans-national and 

inter-regional cooperation. The population living in cross-border areas accounts for 38% of the total 

EU population and all EU regions are covered by one of the existing 13 trans-national cooperation 

areas. Just 3% of funds in the 2007-2013 programme have been allocated to support this objective. 

 

For more information, see: 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf 

                                                      
3
 These were eligible under ñobjective 1ò for the programming period 2000-2006. 

Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 ï Eligible areas in the EU under the convergence 

objective and the regional competitiveness and employment objective 

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/atlas2007/index_en.htm 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/atlas2007/index_en.htm


Analytical report  Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy 

 

page 8 

1. Awareness of regional policy  and perceived benefits  

1.1 Regional support projects  ï citizensô awareness and perceived benefits  

 

While roughly a third (34%) of EU citizens said they had heard about EU co-financed projects to 

improve their local area, the other two-thirds (65%) were not aware of such projects.  

 

Among respondents who had heard about EU co-financed projects, roughly three-quarters (76%) felt 

that the EUôs support had had a positive impact on development in their city or region, 10% has 

seen a negative impact and 14% could not ï or would not ï say whether the impact had been positive 

or negative. 

 

Awareness ïand perceived benefits ïof EU regional suppor t, 2010

Yes, 
aware, 34

No, not 
aware, 65

DK/NA, 1

Awareness of  EU regional 
support projects

Positive 
impact, 76

Negative 
impact, 10

DK/NA, 
14

Perceived benefits of EU 
regional support projects

Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have 
heard about, would you say that this support had a 

positive or negative impact on the development in your 
city or region?

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects, % EU27

Q1A. Europe provides financial support i n 
regions and cities . Have you heard about 

EU co -financed projects to improve the 
area you live in ?

Base: all respondents, % EU27
 

 

However, when EU citizens were asked whether they had personally benefited from a project 

funded by the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) or the Cohesion Fund, just 13% 

answered positively.  

 

Focusing solely on interviewees who had heard about EU co-financed projects, this proportion 

increased to 30%. Furthermore, it increased by another six percentage points ï to 36% ïwhen only 

respondents who had heard of EU co-financed projects and who said that these projects had had a 

positive impact on the development in their city or region were considered. 

 

Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects

Yes, 13

No, 84

DK/NA, 4

Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development Fund or 
the Cohesion Fund? 

Base: all respondents, % EU27

13

30

36

84

67

61

4

3

3

All respondents

Those aware of EU co-financed
projects in their area

Those saying that EU co-financed
projects had a positive impact

Yes No DK/NA
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Country variations ï awareness of EU support 

 

When looking at EU citizensô awareness levels of funds received, it was noted that such awareness 

was higher in countries that were eligible for support under the Convergence objective
4
 than in 

countries only covered by the Regional Competitiveness and Employment objective or European 

Territorial Cooperation objective.  

 

For example, in Romania, Lithuania, Latvia, Poland and Slovakia, where all, or a majority of, regions 

have been eligible to receive funds in previous years, more than 6 in 10 respondents were aware that 

the EU supported their city or region (between 64% and 71%). In four further countries, more than 

half of respondents were aware of EU regional support projects in their area: Estonia (57%), the Czech 

Republic (58%), Hungary and Slovenia (both 59%). 

 

The UK, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands had the lowest levels of awareness (between 

13% and 19%). Awareness was also low in Germany (19%), although several regions in eastern 

Germany have been eligible for funds in previous years. In Austria, France, Luxembourg and Sweden, 

awareness levels were between 22% and 28%. 

 

 
Q1A. Europe provides financial support i n regions and cities .

Have you heard about EU co -financed projects to improve the area you live in ?
Base: all respondents, % by country

 
 

                                                      
4
 Eligible under the Convergence objective for the 2007-2013 programming period. 
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Country variations ï perceived benefits for respondentsô areas  

 

In all EU Member States, more than half of respondents, who had heard about EU co-financed 

projects in their area, said that this support had been positive for development in their area; the 

proportion of respondents expressing such optimism ranged from 56% in Italy to 90% in Lithuania, 

Ireland and Poland. Denmark and Sweden were closest to Italy with 60%-61% of respondents who 

answered that the projectsô impact had been positive.  

 

Respondents in Bulgaria, Italy, Portugal, Romania and Greece were somewhat more likely to say that 

the support provided by the EU had had a negative impact in their city or region (14%-17%) than EU 

respondents on average. Interviewees in Denmark and Sweden, on the other hand, were most likely to 

answer that they were unable ï or unwilling ï to say whether the impact had been positive or negative 

(both 32%). 

 

90 90 90 89 86 86 86 84 84 82 82 81 80 80 80 79 79 77 76 74 73 72 71 70 70
61 60 56

4 3 3 4 4 5 6 7 6 9 7 7 6 5 8 12 11
8 10 17 15 14

10 9 15

6 8 15

6 7 7 7 10 9 9 9 11 9 11 12 14 15 12 9 10 15 14 9 12 14 19 21
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Positive impact Negative impact DK/NA

Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this support had 
a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region?

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects, % by country

Perceived benefits of EU regional support projects for respondentsô areas
(Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects) 

 
 

Relationship between awareness of EU regional support and benefits for respondentsô areas  

 

Some similarities were seen when comparing country rankings for citizensô awareness ï and their 

perceptions of the benefits ï of EU regional support. For example, Polish respondents were not 

only among the most likely to have heard about EU co-financed projects, they were also the most apt 

to think that this support had been positive for development in their area. In Denmark, on the other 

hand, a low level of awareness coincided with respondentsô low perceptions of benefits in their region. 

 

There were also exceptions to this pattern. In Romania, for example, awareness of regional support 

projects was among the highest in the EU but respondentsô judgement was relatively negative: while 

64% of Romanians had heard about EU co-financed projects in their region, the proportion who 

thought that their region or city had seen benefits was somewhat lower than the EU average (73% vs. 

76% overall). 

 

Ireland also stood out, in a positive sense: while only 17% of Irish respondents were aware of the EUôs 

regional support, 90% of these ñawareò respondents said they felt that this support had been beneficial 

for their region or city. 
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Country variations ï perceptions about benefits for respondents in their daily lives  

 

As for EU-wide results, across most Member States, a minority of respondents said they had personally 

benefited from a project funded by the European Fund for Regional Development (EFRD) or the 

Cohesion Fund; this proportion was below 10% in nine countries (from 4% in Belgium and France to 

9% in Germany and Sweden). 

 

Respondents in Poland stood out with 44% who said that they had experienced personal benefits from 

an EU regional support project. The Baltic states were the closest to Poland: Estonia (29% ñpersonal 

benefitsò), Lithuania (28%) and Latvia (26%).  
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Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development 
Fund or the Cohesion Fund? 

Base: all respondents, % by country

Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects

 
 

Focusing solely on interviewees who had heard about EU co-financed projects, a somewhat different 

picture emerged. Italy, Belgium and France remained at the bottom of the country ranking ï with just 

10% of ñawareò respondents who said they had personally benefited from an EU co-financed project; 

Ireland, however, now scored as high as Poland. Although Irish respondents were among the least to 

be aware of EU regional support projects in their area (see above), those aware of such projects were 

as likely as Polish respondents to believe that they had personally benefited from a project funded by 

the EFRD or the Cohesion Fund (both 59%). 
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Relationship between perceptions about benefits for respondentsô areas and for themselves  

 

As noted above, respondents who had heard of EU co-financed projects and who said that these 

projects had been positive for development in their area were also the most likely to say that they had 

personally benefited from an EU co-financed project. 

 

The scatter plot below shows a positive correlation between the proportions of ñawareò respondents
5
, 

in each Member State, who said that this EU support had been positive for development in their area 

and the proportions who felt that they had personally benefited from such a project. In other words, the 

countries where respondents were the most likely to think that EU regional support projects had been 

beneficial for their region or city were similar to the ones where respondents felt they had 

personally benefited in their everyday lives.  

 

 

                                                      
5
 i.e. who had heard about EU co-financed projects in their city or region. 
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A comparison with awareness and perceptions about EU regional policy in 2008 

 

A comparison ï between the 2008 and 2010 results ï suggests that there has been a decrease in awareness 

of EU regional support projects, but an increase in respondentsô perceptions of benefits of EU regional 

support projects in their area. At an individual country level, respondents in Slovenia, Hungary, 

Estonia and Belgium, in particular, were now more optimistic about the beneficial effects of EU 

regional support projects in their area. It should, however, be noted that the difference in question 

wording between the two waves means that caution should be exercised when comparing these 

numbers. 

 

Awareness ïand perceived benefits ïof EU regional support, 2008 -2010

Yes, 
aware, 34

No, not 
aware, 65

DK/NA, 1

Fl234 (01/2008)

Positive 
impact, 76

Negative 
impact, 10

DK/NA, 
14

Q1A. Europe supports its regions and cities through EU 
r egional policy . Are you aware that your city or region 

receives support from the EU regional policy?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q1B. Do you feel that your city or region benefits 
from this support?

Base: those who were aware that their city or region 
received support, % EU27

Awareness of  EU regional support Benefits of EU regional support

Yes, 
aware, 49No, not 

aware, 48

DK/NA, 3

Yes, 70

No, 22

DK/NA, 8

Fl298 (06/2010)

Q1A. Europe provides financial support i n regions 
and cities . Have you heard about EU co -financed 

projects to improve the area you live in ?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard 
about, would you say that this support had a positive or 

negative impact on the development in your city or region ?
Base: those who heard about EU co-financed projects, % EU27

 

FL234 (01/2008) Q1A. Europe supports its regions and cities through EU r egional policy . 
Are you aware that your city or region receives support from the EU regional policy?

Base: all respondents, % by country

FL298 (06/2010) Q1 A. Europe provides financial support i n regions and cities .
Have you heard about EU co -financed projects to improve the area you live in ?

Base: all respondents, % by country
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Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Certain socio-demographic segments were more likely than their counterparts to have heard about EU 

co-financed projects to improve their local area: men (38% vs. 30% of women), respondents with a 

high level of education (42% vs. 28% of those with the lowest level of education) and self-employed 

respondents (40% vs. 32% of non-working respondents). City dwellers were also somewhat more 

likely than those living in rural locations to be aware of EU regional support projects in their area 

(35%-36% vs. 31%). The youngest respondents (below 25) and full-time students, on the other hand, 

were the least likely to have heard about such projects (23% and 25%, respectively). 

 

Al though 15-24 year-olds and full-time students were the least likely to be aware of EU regional 

support projects in their area, those aware of such projects were among the most liable to believe that 

this EU regional support had been positive for development in their area (78% and 82%, 

respectively). Similarly high perceptions of benefits for development in respondentsô areas were also 

measured among 25-54 year-olds (78%-80% vs. 73% of the over 54s), respondents with the highest 

level of education (79% vs. 69% of those with the lowest level of education), employees and manual 

workers (79%-80% vs. 74% of non-working respondents and 75% of the self-employed), and city 

dwellers (77%-79% vs. 74% of rural residents).  

 

Similar patterns ï as described above ï were found when looking at perceptions about benefits for 

respondents in their daily lives (note: focusing solely on interviewees who had heard about EU co-

financed projects) with the exception of the results by respondentsô occupational status. Although 

employees and manual workers were the most likely to say that EU regional support projects had been 

positive for development in their area, the self-employed were the most likely to say that they had 

personally benefited from an EU co-financed project (37% vs. 26%-33% across other occupational 

groups). 

 

For more details, see annex tables 1b, 4b and 6b. 

 

1.2 Reasons why EU regional support was seen to be  negative  

 

Respondents who thought that the EUôs support had had a negative impact on development in their 

city or region were presented with a list of potential reasons to explain why this was the case; they 

were asked to select one reason. The largest proportion (37%) mentioned that funding had gone to the 

wrong projects. About a fifth (21%) of these particular respondents felt that access to EU funds was 

too difficult and 11% said the funding had not been sufficient to have a genuine impact. 

 

Roughly a quarter (26%) of respondents ï who had seen a negative impact ï gave a reason other than 

the ones listed in the survey; some of these respondents, for example, said that EU co-financed 

projects in their area had failed due to mismanagement, bureaucracy or corruption. 

 

Reasons why EU regional support projects were seen to have 
had a negative impact

37

21

11

26

5

Funding went to the wrong projects

Too difficult to access the funds

There was too little  funding to make an impact

Other reasons

DK/NA

Q1D. Why do you think it was negative?
Base: those who had seena negative impact of EU regional support in their area, % EU27
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Only respondents who said they had seen a negative impact from EU regional support were asked for 

their reason for giving this opinion; as such, the sample size per country was relatively small. Caution 

should therefore be exercised when interpreting the results at an individual country level (for more 

details, see annex table 5a). 

 

Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Despite the analysis by respondentsô socio-demographic characteristics showing some differences in 

the reasons why EU regional support was seen to be negative, no clear pattern emerged. Some examples 

of these differences were that manual workers were more likely to say that the funding had not been 

sufficient to have an impact (19% vs. 8% of employees and the self-employed) and that 25-39 year-

olds were more likely to say that access to EU funds was too difficult (33% vs. 17%-21% across other 

age groups). 

 

For more details, see annex table 5b. 

 

1.3 Information sources  about EU regional support projects  

 

When respondents were asked where they had heard about EU co-financed projects
6
, more than half 

(53%) mentioned TV as their source of information. Local or regional newspapers were mentioned by 

32% of respondents and 19% said they had read about the projects in national newspapers. Radio 

programmes were mentioned by 16% of interviewees.  

 

Just over 1 in 10 respondents had either found information about EU co-financed projects on the 

Internet or received it at their workplace or had seen posters on a billboard (12% for each of the three 

sources). Finally, brochures about EU co-financed projects were only mentioned by 4% of 

respondents. 

 

Sources of information about EU regional support projects

Q1B. Where did you hear about it?
Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects, % EU27

Top 3 mentions by country

36

18

8

5

9

7

6

2

7

2

17

14

11

11

3

5

6

2

7

53

32

19

16

12

12

12

4

14

TV

Local or regional newspapers

National newspapers

Radio

Workplace

Billboard

Internet

Brochure

Other

DK/NA

first choice second choice Total

35

27

13

13

7

5

2

28

17

16

12

15

4

TV

Regional newspapers

National newspapers

Internet

Radio

Other

DK/NA

Q2. What are the most important channels 
of information where you get information 

on EU -support for your region and city?
Base: those who were aware that their city or 

region had received EU support, % EU27

Fl234 (01/2008)

Fl298 (06/2010)

 
 

                                                      
6
 Respondents were presented with a list of information channels and asked to identify the two most important 

sources for information about EU regional support projects, i.e. where they had heard about the projects. 
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Although respondents in 2010 were presented with a longer list of potential sources of information 

about EU regional support projects
7
, similarities could be seen between the two waves of the survey 

(in 2008 and 2010). For example, in both waves, respondents were most likely to refer to TV as their 

source of information, followed by regional newspapers and national newspapers. 

 

Country variations 

 

The table on  the next page lists ï for each EU Member State ï the three most mentioned information 

channels where respondents had heard or read about EU co-financed projects aimed at fostering 

development in their city or region. 

 

In all EU Member States (except Ireland), TV  appeared among the three most popular information 

channels. Additionally, it was the most important information channel in 20 Member States; the proportions 

selecting this channel were the highest in Slovakia (86%), Romania (80%) and Malta (77%).  

 

Newspapers also appeared among the three most popular information channels in almost all of the Member 

States. Local newspapers were the most frequently mentioned source of information about EU regional 

support projects in six countries; these included Finland (60%), Germany (50%) and Sweden (46%). 

Without ever being the most important source, national newspapers appeared in the top three of most 

mentioned information channels in about half of the countries; respondents in Estonia (36%), Ireland (34%) 

and Portugal (31%) most frequently referred to this source. 

 

Ireland stood out from the pack: although in 26 Member States the most important source of information 

about EU regional support projects was either TV or local newspapers, respondents in Ireland were most 

likely to say they had seen information about an EU co-financed project on a billboard  in their area (41%).    

 

                                                      
7
 Information sources newly included in 2010 were ñworkplaceò, ñbillboardò and ñbrochureò. It should also be 

noted that, in the current wave, only a subset of respondents ï i.e. those who had heard about EU co-financed 

projects in their area ï were asked where they had received information about this EU support; in 2008, 

however, all respondents were asked where they would go for information about EU support for their region 

and city. 
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Sources of information about EU regional support projects  
(Three most popular sources ï sum of first and second choices, by country)  

BE  %  BG %  CZ % 

TV 65  TV 70  TV 65 

Radio 28  Local newspapers 26  Local newspapers 26 

National newspapers 22  National newspapers 25  Internet  25 
        

DK  %  DE  %  EE % 

Local newspapers 40  Local newspapers 50  TV 37 

TV 38  TV 25  National newspapers 36 

National newspapers 16  National  newspapers 17  Local newspapers 31 
        

EL  %  ES %  FR % 

TV 50  TV 60  Local newspapers 35 

National newspapers 29  National newspapers 23  TV 28 

Billboard  21  Billboard  23  Billboard  17 
        

IE  %  IT  %  CY % 

Billboard  41  TV 58  TV 59 

National newspapers 34  Local newspapers 37  Local newspapers 20 

Local newspapers 27  National newspapers 23  Radio 18 
        

LV  %  LT  %  LU  % 

TV 60  TV 60  TV 36 

Local newspapers 30  Local newspapers 30  Local newspapers 34 

Internet  25  Internet  28  Bil lboard 29 
        

HU  %  MT  %  NL  % 

TV 48  TV 77  Local newspapers 40 

Local newspapers 45  National newspapers 30  TV 23 

Internet  19  Radio 16  Billboard  22 
        

AT  %  PL  %  PT % 

TV 46  TV 68  TV 74 

Local newspapers 39  Local newspapers 33  Nati onal newspapers 31 

National newspapers 25  Radio 19  Local newspapers 21 
        

RO %  SI  %  SK  % 

TV 80  TV 54  TV 86 

Local newspapers 22  National newspapers 27  Radio 28 

Radio 20  Local newspapers 25  Internet  23 
        

FI  %  SE %  UK  % 

Local newspapers 60  Local newspapers 46  TV 32 

TV 24  TV 28  Local newspapers 32 

Workplace 15  Workplace 21  National newspapers 19 

Q1B. Where did you hear about it?   
Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects  

 

Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Across all socio-demographic segments, TV  was the primary source of information about EU regional 

support projects. Furthermore, this source was most frequently mentioned by women (57% vs. 51% of 

men), the over 54 year-olds (59% vs. 49%-53% of younger respondents), those with the lowest level of 

education (67% vs. 45% of the most educated), non-working respondents and manual workers (60%-62% 

vs. 45% of employees and 49% of the self-employed). 

 

Older respondents (over 39) and respondents with an average or high level of education were more likely 

than their counterparts to have read about EU support for their city or regions in newspapers, especially 

local and regional ones. For example, 35%-36% of over 39 year-olds had read about such support in local 

or regional newspapers; this proportion decreased to 20% for 15-24 year-olds. Local and regional 

newspapers were also more frequently cited in rural and urban areas (33%-34% vs. 28% in metropolitan 

areas), while national newspapers were more frequently named in metropolitan areas (24% vs. 17%-19%).    
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More than a quarter of 15-24 year-olds and full-time students (both  27%) had found information about 

EU co-financed projects on the Internet ; across all other socio-demographic segments, however, not 

more than a sixth mentioned this information channel. Posters on a billboard  were also somewhat 

more frequently mentioned by these younger respondents; for example, 18% of 15-24 year-olds had 

seen posters about EU regional support projects; this proportion decreased to 7% for the over 54 year-

olds.   

 

Finally, information received in the workplace was most frequently named by 25-54 year-olds (15%-16% 

vs. 10% of 15-24 year-olds and 7% of the over 54s), respondents with the highest level of education (18% 

vs. 6% of those with the lowest level) and employees (19% vs. 14% of manual workers).   

 

For more details, see annex tables 2b and 3b. 
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2. Views about priorities for EU regional support  

2.1 Preferred b eneficiaries of EU regional policy  initiatives  

 

A large majority of EU citizens accepted that the Unionôs regional policy served as a tool to reduce the 

gap between development levels of the various regions in the EU: 88% said that it was rather a good 

thing that most regional funding was concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them 

catch up with the rest of the EU. Roughly 1 in 20 (6%) respondents, however, said that this focus was 

rather a bad thing and a further 6% did not know what to answer or simply chose not to respond to 

this question. 

 

Furthermore, about half (49%) of EU citizens said that EU regional policy should focus exclusively 

on the poorer  regions, while 47% answered that ï in addition to the poorer regions ï more affluent 

regions should also be eligible for EU support in order to strengthen economic development and 

employment across the EU. Roughly 1 in 20 (4%) respondents gave no answer. 

 

Preferred beneficiaries of EU r egional support , 2010 

Rather a 
good 

thing, 88

Rather a 
bad thing, 

6

DK/NA, 6

Regional funding concentrated 
on the poorest regions isé

The EU 
should 

only 
support 

the poorer 
regions, 

49
The EU 
should 

help all its 
regions, 

47

DK/NA, 4

Where should the EU focus its 
regional support?

Q4. Most European regional funding is 
concentrated on the poorest regions in order to 

help them to catch up. I n your opinion, i s this 
rather a good or rather a bad thing?

Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European r egional 
policy also supports economic development projects 

although there is less money available. In your opinion, 
should the EU support all regions or concentrate 

exclusively on the poorer ones?
Base: all respondents, % EU27  

 

Country variations 

 

Respondents in all EU Member States were in agreement that it was rather a good thing that most 

regional funding was concentrated on the poorest regions in the EU; the level of agreement ranged 

from 82% in Austria to 94% in Poland and Cyprus.  

 

Furthermore, in almost all countries, less than 10% of interviewees answered that it was rather a bad 

thing that the biggest share of EU regional funds went to the poorest EU regions. In Finland, Germany 

and Austria, roughly a tenth of respondents said this was rather a bad thing (9%-11%). 
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Q4. Most European Regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to 
catch up. I n your opinion, i s this rather a good or rather a bad thing?

Base: all respondents, % by country

Beneficiaries of EU regional support: concentration on the poorest regions is é

 
 

The individual country results for the question as to whether the EU should support all regions or 

focus exclusively on the poorer ones showed considerably more variation. In Denmark, 58% of 

respondents said that only the poorer regions should get support, while in Latvia, about half as many 

respondents shared this view (32%). Almost two-thirds of Latvians (63%) answered that more affluent 

regions should also be eligible for EU support in order to strengthen economic development and 

employment across the Union.  

 

In nine Member States, a majority of respondents answered that all EU regions should be supported 

(ranging from 51% in Luxembourg to 63% in Latvia). In eight countries, a majority of respondents 

thought that the EU should focus exclusively on the poorer regions (ranging from 51% in Romania and 

Belgium to 58% in Denmark). 
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The EU should help all its regions The EU should only support the poorer regions DK/NA

Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European r egional policy also supports economic development projects although 
there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate exclusively on the 

poorer ones?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones ?   

 
 

Although one might have expected that, in countries where all ï or a majority of ï regions were not 

covered by the Convergence objective (such as Denmark, the Netherlands, France and the UK), 

respondents would have been more likely to state that more affluent regions should also be eligible for 

EU support, this hypothesis was not confirmed by this survey. 
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A comparison between EU citizensô views about beneficiaries of EU support in 2008 and 2010 

 

Respondents in 2008 and 2010 were as likely to say that it was rather a good thing that most regional 

funding was concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them catch up with the rest of the 

EU (86% in 2008 vs. 88% in 2010). 

 

A comparison across waves, however, also showed that respondents in the current wave appeared to be 

more likely to believe that EU regional policy should focus exclusively on the poorer regions (49% in 

2010 vs. 38% in 2008). At an individual country level, this increase in the proportion of respondents who 

said that only the poorer regions should get support was most noticeable in the UK, Luxembourg, 

Belgium and Germany. It should be noted again that due to the difference in question wording between 

the 2008 and 2010 waves, some caution should be exercised when comparing these two numbers. 

 
Preferred beneficiaries of EU r egional support , 2008 -2010

Rather a 
good 

thing, 86

Rather a 
bad thing, 

8

DK/NA, 7

Fl234 (01/2008) The EU 
should 

only 
support 

the poorer 
regions, 

38
The EU 
should 

help all its 
regions, 

58

DK/NA, 4

Q4. European regional policy is concentrated on the 
poorest regions in order to help them to catch up faster 
with the rest of the EU.  In your opinion, is this rather a 

good or rather a bad thing? Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q5. In all the other regions, European r egional policy intervenes to 
help them to foster innovation, to create jobs and to work together . 

In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate 
exclusively on the poorer ones? Base: all respondents, % EU27

Regional funding concentrated 
on the poorest regions is é

Where should the EU focus 
its regional support?

Rather a 
good 

thing, 88

Rather a 
bad thing, 

6

DK/NA, 6

The EU 
should 

only 
support 

the poorer 
regions, 

49

The EU 
should 

help all its 
regions, 

47

DK/NA, 4

Fl298 (06/2010)

Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on 
the poorest regions in order to help them to catch up. I n 
your opinion, i s this rather a good or rather a bad thing?

Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q4A. Outside the poorest regions EU r egional policy also supports 
economic development projects although there is less money 

available . In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or 
concentrate exclusively on the poorer ones? Base: all respondents, % EU27  

 

Socio-demographic considerations 

 

The younger the respondents were and the higher their level of education, then the more likely they 

were to state that it was rather a good thing that most regional funding was concentrated on the 

poorest regions in order to help them catch up with the rest of the EU. For example, 94% of full-time 

students and 90% of respondents with the highest level of education agreed with this, compared to 

85% of respondents with the lowest level of education. 

 

These younger and higher educated respondents were, however, also more likely to say that more 

affluent regions should also be eligible for EU support in order to strengthen economic development 

and employment across the Union. For example, while 55% of 15-24 year-olds answered that all EU 

regions should be supported, this proportion decreased to 37% of the over 54 year-olds. More than half 

of the over 54 year-olds (57%), respondents with the lowest level of education (60%) and those not 

working (53%) answered that EU regional policy should focus exclusively on the poorer regions. 

 

For more details, see annex tables 7b and 8b. 
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2.2 Where should EU regional support be targeted?  

 

When asked where EU regional support should be targeted, 75% said that it should go to regions with 

high unemployment. Next in line, remote rural or mountain areas and deprived urban areas were 

each mentioned as priority candidates by just under half of respondents (47% for both). 

 

In accordance with the results discussed in section 2.1, a smaller proportion of EU citizens ï 32% ï 

thought that EU aid should focus on improving the competitiveness of growth regions. Finally, just 

under a quarter (22%) of respondents suggested that support should be focused on each countryôs 

border regions.   

 

Where should EU regional support be targeted?

75

47

47

32

22

4

On the regions with high unemployment

On remote rural or mountain areas

On deprived urban areas

To improve the competitiveness of growth regions

On border regions

DK/NA

Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU Regional Policy ?
Base: all respondents, % ómentionedô, EU27

Top 3 mentions by country

 
 

Country variations 

 

Individual country results revealed that in all Member States except Romania (see later in this chapter 

for more detail on this Member State), the largest proportion of respondents thought that EU aid 

should be targeted on regions with high unemployment; the proportion of respondents who shared 

this view ranged from 57% in Malta to 93% in Hungary. 

 

Slovakia, Poland and Bulgaria were close to Hungary with 86%-88% of respondents who said regions 

with high unemployment should be given priority support by the EU. Malta, on the other hand, was 

joined by the Netherlands (60%), Belgium (62%), Estonia (63%) and Cyprus (64%). 
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Romanians were not only the most likely respondents to say that EU support should be targeted at 

remote rural or mountain areas, they were also more likely to select this target for EU support 

above all others (that were listed in the survey); for example, 77% of Romanians wanted to target 

remote areas, compared to 73% who gave priority to areas with high unemployment.  

 

In the remaining countries, the proportion of interviewees who said that remote rural or mountain areas 

should be the target of EU support ranged from not more than a fifth of respondents in Malta (9%), 

Belgium (17%) and Italy (20%) to two-thirds in Bulgaria (67%).  
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Interviewees in Romania were also among the most likely to mention deprived urban areas in this 

context (68%); respondents in Latvia, Luxembourg and Hungary also wanted to give priority to 

deprived urban areas in the EU (65%-69%). 

 

Italians and Belgians, on the other hand, were not only among the least likely to select remote rural or 

mountain areas, they were also less likely to select deprived urban areas as targets for EU support 

(both 36%). Respondents in Slovenia, however, were even less likely to give this response (20%). 
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As was seen for the EU-wide results, in most countries, a lower number of respondents identified 

growth regions or border regions as targets for EU support. The proportion of respondents who 

believed that the EU should focus on improving the competitiveness of growth regions ranged from 

less than a fifth of respondents in Belgium (13%) and the Netherlands (17%) to approximately half of 

interviewees in Luxembourg (48%), Latvia (51%) and Hungary (54%).  
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The proportion that said that EU support should be targeted on border regions remained below a third 

in a majority of EU Member States; it ranged from 10% in Spain, Malta and Lithuania to 28% in 

Germany, the Czech Republic and Austria. In seven countries ï e.g. Slovakia, Finland and Estonia ï 

roughly a third of respondents chose these border regions, while in Greece this proportion increased to 

46%.  

 

46

35 33 33 33 33 33 32
28 28 28 27 26 25 25 23 23 23 22 20 19 16 16 13 13 10 10 10

0

20

40

60

80

100

E
L

H
U E
E

B
G

L
V F
I

L
U S
K

A
T

C
Z

D
E

C
Y

P
L

R
O

U
K IE P
T

D
K

E
U

2
7

S
E

B
E

F
R S
I

IT N
L

L
T

M
T

E
S

Q4B . Where would you target aid under EU r egional policy ?
Base: all respondents, % ómentionedô by country
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Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Across all socio-demographic groups, respondents most frequently said that EU support should go to 

regions with high unemployment (ranging from 70% of self-employed respondents to 79% of 

manual workers) and least frequently thought that support should be focused on each countryôs border 

regions (20%-23% across all groups).  

 

Not surprisingly, remote rural or mountain areas were more frequently mentioned as priority regions 

by rural residents (52% vs. 44%-45 of city dwellers), while those living in urban and metropolitan areas 

were more likely to mention deprived urban areas (49% vs. 45% of rural residents). 

 

The proportion of respondents who believed that the EU should focus on improving the 

competitiveness of growth regions was somewhat higher for men (34% vs. 30% of women), 25-54 year-
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olds (33%-34% vs. 30% of the over 54s), those with an average or high level of education (34% vs. 25% of 

those with the lowest level), employees and self-employed respondents (34%-36% vs. 30% of manual 

workers and non-working respondents). 

 

For more details, see annex table 9b. 

 

2.3 Pri ority sectors of EU regional policy  

 

Interviewees were asked in which policy areas they would prefer to see their city or region being 

supported by the EU; for each of 10 policy areas, they were requested to say if they considered it to be 

among the more or less important ones for their city or region. 

 

Educational, health and social infrastructure , and environmental issues were regarded as being 

among the most important policy areas by almost all respondents (89% and 87%, respectively). After 

these two policy areas, just over 8 in 10 EU citizens considered support for small businesses and 

employment training as important policy sectors (83% and 82%, respectively). 

 

Not only environmental issues (in general), but also the creation of a renewable and clean energy 

supply was listed among the more important policy areas (selected by 79%). Roughly 6 in 10 (61%) 

respondents said the same about energy networks (gas and electricity). Almost three-quarters (73%) of 

respondents would like to see their city or region supported in their efforts to foster research and 

innovation. 

 

Roughly 7 in 10 (69%) respondents considered improving their citiesô or regionsô transport facilities 

as one of the most important policy areas, and a slim majority (53%) said the same about support for 

tourism in their cities or regions. Support to provide broadband Internet access scored the lowest 

with less than half (47%) of respondents placing this among the priority sectors for EU regional 

policy. 

 

EU regional policy ïrespondentsô views on priority sectors
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Education, health and social infrastructure

Environment

Support for small businesses

Employment training

Renewable, clean energy

Research and innovation

Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)

Energy networks (electricity, gas)

Tourism and culture

Broadband and Internet access

Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA

Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to 
you. Please tell me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or 

less important ones for your city or your region ?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Top 3mentions by country
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Country variations 

 

Across all EU countries, at least 8 in 10 interviewees answered that educational, health and social 

infrastructure  should be a priority for EU support in their city or area. Respondents in Ireland, Italy, 

Malta, Latvia, Estonia, Cyprus and Greece were leading the way with 94%-96% agreeing that their 

region or city should be supported by the EU in this respect.  
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Education, health and social infrastructure

 
 

A very similar picture emerged when looking at individual country results for the area of 

environmental protection; respondents in all EU Member States were in agreement that this policy 

area should be prioritised. In Bulgaria and Lithuania, 78% of interviewees thought that environmental 

protection was one of the important areas in which they would prefer to see their city or region being 

supported by the EU; this proportion increased to 94% in Slovenia, Austria and Greece, 95% in 

Cyprus and 97% in Malta.  
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Environment 
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The proportion of respondents who identified support for small businesses as a priority for EU 

regional policy in their city or region ranged from slightly more than two-thirds in Denmark and 

Romania (68%-69%) to about 9 in 10 respondents in Italy, Greece, Ireland and Spain (89%-91%). 

 

The proportion of respondents who felt that EU support for small businesses in their city or region was 

less important amounted to roughly a quarter ï or more ï respondents in the Netherlands, Poland and 

Sweden (all 24%), Romania (26%) and Denmark (30%).  
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Q5. EU R egional Policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Support for small businesses

 
 

As for the previous policy area, in a majority of the Member States, more than 8 in 10 respondents 

would prefer to see their city or region being supported by the EU in the area of employment 

training ; ranging from 83% in Hungary to 89% in Malta and Italy.  

 

Respondents in Denmark and Sweden were ï once again ï the least likely to say that this policy area 

was among the more important ones for their city or region (51% and 53%, respectively). For this 

priority sector, Denmark and Sweden were joined by Slovakia and the Czech Republic ï in these four 

countries, more than a third of respondents felt that EU support for employment training was less 

important (from 34% to 45%). 
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Employment training
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When compared to the results for the policy area of employment training, the individual country 

results for the next four priority sectors showed a similar difference (in percentage points) between the 

countries where respondents expressed the least support and those where respondents expressed the 

most support for the policy area under consideration. 

 

For example, the proportion of respondents that would like to see their city or region supported in their 

efforts to supply renewable and clean energy ranged from 54% in Latvia to 95% in Malta. Similarly, 

the proportion who considered this policy area as less important ranged from 3% in Malta to 38% in 

Latvia. 

 

95 91 88 88 87 87 85 84 84 84 81 81 80 80 79 79 79 78 77 76 71 69 68 67 64 63 59 54

3 8 10 10 11 11 13 14 12 13 17 15 18 15 20 18 19 19 17 20
24 25 29

24 27 30
29 38

2 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 4 4 2 5 2 6 1 4 3 4 7 4 5 6 3
9 9 6 12 8

0

20

40

60

80

100

M
T

A
T IT S
I

D
K

L
U

D
E IE C
Y

S
E

H
U B
E F
I

E
L

N
L

E
U

2
7

F
R

E
S

P
T

U
K

P
L

L
T

C
Z

E
E

R
O

S
K

B
G

L
V

Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA

Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Renewable, clean energy

 
 

Respondents in Malta were also ï by far ï the most likely to identify ñenergy networksò as an 

important policy area for their city or region (85%); Cyprus, Slovenia and Estonia followed with 73%-

75% of respondents mentioning this policy area. In the Netherlands and Portugal, on the other hand, 

roughly a half, or slightly less, of respondents said it would be important for their city or region to 

receive support in this area (47%-51%).  
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Energy networks (electricity, gas)
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In Italy and Germany, more than 80% of respondents would welcome the EUôs support for research 

and innovation in their city or region (87% and 83%, respectively). The opposite opinion was most 

frequently seen in Lithuania and Hungary, where more than 40% of respondents said that EU support 

in this area would be less important (46% and 43%, respectively).  
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Q5. EU R egional Policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Research and innovation

 
 

Estonians and Poles were the ones most often expressing a wish that the EU would support an 

improvement in their citiesô or regionsô transport facilities (84%-85%). Portuguese and Dutch 

respondents, on the other hand, seemed to be rather satisfied with their regional transport 

infrastructure; 48% and 44%, respectively, considered this policy area to be less important for EU 

regional policy. 
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)

 
 

Of the 10 policy areas listed in this survey, ñeducational, health and social issuesò showed the least 

variation, and ñtourism and cultureò the largest variation, across the 27 EU Member States.  

 

In Finland, the Netherlands and the UK, less than 4 in 10 respondents answered that they would like 

the tourism sector in their city or region to be supported by the EU (34%-37%); in Malta, however, 

90% of respondents said there should be EU support in this sector. Other countries where more 

support for tourism would be welcomed included Cyprus (84%), Italy (79%) and Greece (78%). 
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Tourism and culture

 
 

Finally, even in Ireland ï the most supportive country ï the proportion of respondents who said there 

should be EU support to provide broadband Internet access in their region or city was not above 

70%. In 16 Member States, less than half of respondents regarded broadband Internet access as being 

one of the more important policy areas for EU regional policy (from 34% in Spain to 49% in Romania, 

Denmark and Finland). 

 

Luxembourgish, Lithuanian, Hungarian, Swedish, Austrian and Spanish respondents were the ones 

most frequently saying that EU regional support in the area of broadband Internet access was less 

important (between 55% and 59%). 
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Q5. EU r egional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell me for each 
of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your region ?

Base: all respondents, % by country

EU regional policy ïpriority sectors : Broadband and Internet access

 
 

EU regional policy ï most mentioned priority sectors 

 

The table on the following page shows ï for each country ï the policy areas that respondents were most 

likely to select as the ones where they would prefer to see their city or region being supported by the EU. 

As noted above, respondents across the EU were in agreement that educational, health and social 

infrastructure , and environmental issues should be prioritised by EU regional policy ï both topics 

appeared in the top three of the most mentioned priority areas in 24 Member States. Looking at the 

third policy area that figured in the top three, however, more variation was seen across these 24 

Member States: 
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¶ In a third of these countries (Belgium, Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, the 

Netherlands), employment training was the third policy area that figured in the top three 

¶ Creating a renewable and clean energy supply completed the top three of most mentioned 

priority sectors in Austria, Denmark, Luxembourg, Malta, Slovenia and Sweden 

¶ In the Czech Republic, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Lithuania and the UK, support for small 

businesses was the third policy area that appeared in the top three 

¶ Improving citiesô or regionsô transport facilities  completed the top three in just four 

countries: Bulgaria, Poland, Romania and Slovakia.  

 

In the remaining three Member States (France, Portugal and Spain), both employment training and 

support for small businesses appeared in the top three of most mentioned priority areas. In France, 

environmental issues also figured in the top three of priority areas, while in Portugal and Spain, the 

top three was completed by ñeducational, health and social infrastructureò.  

 

ñTourism and cultureò, ñresearch and innovationò, ñbroadband Internet accessò and ñenergy networksò 

did not appear among the three most mentioned priority areas in any of the 27 Member States. 

 
EU regional policy ï respondentsô views on priority sectors  
(three most mentioned policy areas, by country)  

BE  %  BG %  CZ % 

Social infrastructure  86  Social infrastructure  86  Social infrastructure  89 

Environment  85  Environment  78  Environment  87 

Employment training  84  Transport  77  Support for small businesses 77 
        

DK  %  DE  %  EE % 

Environment  89  Environment  91  Social infrastructure  95 

Renewable energy  87  Social infrastructure  89  Employment training  86 

Social infrastructure  85  Employment training  86  Environment  86 
        

EL  %  ES %  FR % 

Social infrastructure  96  Social infrastructure  91  Employment training  88 

Environment  94  Support for small businesses 91  Support for small businesses 87 

Support for  small businesses 89  Employment training  88  Environment  86 
        

IE  %  IT  %  CY % 

Social infrastructure  94  Social infrastructure  95  Social infrastructure  95 

Support for small businesses 89  Environment  92  Environment  95 

Environment  88  Employment training  89  Employment training  88 
        

LV  %  LT  %  LU  % 

Social infrastructure  95  Social infrastructure  86  Environment  90 

Environment  81  Support for small businesses 85  Social infrastructure  88 

Employment training  80  Environment  78  Renewable energy  87 
        

HU  %  MT  %  NL  % 

Social infrastructure  93  Environment  97  Social infrastructure  88 

Environment  90  Social infrastructure  95  Employment training  85 

Employment training  83  Renewable energy  95  Environment  82 
        

AT  %  PL  %  PT % 

Environment  94  Social infrastructure  91  Social infrastructure  91 

Renewable energy  91  Transport  85  Support for small businesses 86 

Social infrastructure  90  Environment  84  Employment training  86 
        

RO %  SI  %  SK  % 

Social infrastructure  91  Environment  94  Social infrastructure  90 

Transport  81  Social infrastructure  92  Environment  88 

Environment  81  Renewable energy  88  Transport  82 
        

FI  %  SE %  UK  % 

Environment  88  Environment  91  Social infrastructur e 88 

Social infrastructure  87  Renewable energy  84  Environment  85 

Support for small businesses 86  Social infrastructure  81  Support for small businesses 85 

Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you . Please tell me for each of them, if  
you consider them among the more important or less important ones  for your city or your region ? Base: all respondents 
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EU regional policy ï respondentsô views on priority sectors in 2008 and 2010 

 

The 2008 and 2010 results were similar in the sense that, in both waves, respondents appeared to 

accept almost all policy areas listed in the survey as being among the more important ones for their 

city or region. For example, in both 2008 and 2010, more than 80% of respondents identified 

educational, health and social infrastructure, environmental issues, employment training and 

support for small businesses as important policy areas. 

 

Respondents in 2010 were somewhat less likely to express a wish that the EU would support an 

improvement in their citiesô or regionsô transport facilities  (69% vs. 74% in 2008), but they were 

somewhat more likely to say the same about support for research and innovation (73% vs. 69%).  

 

Furthermore, in 2008, 74% of respondents had considered energy supply infrastructure, including 

sustainable energy supply, an important policy area for EU regional policy; in 2010, 79% listed 

ñrenewable and clean energyò among the more important policy areas, but just 61% did the same for 

ñenergy networksò. 

 

Finally, in both waves, the area of communication technologies was seen as the least pressing policy 

area; in 2008, 59% of respondents said that they would like the EU to support their city or region 

concerning information and communication technologies, and in 2010, 49% said they would like to 

receive EU support to provide broadband Internet access in their city or region. 

 
EU regional policy ïrespondentsô views on priority sectors, 2008 -2010
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Among the more important ones Less important DK/NA

 
 

Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Across all socio-demographic segments, educational, health and social infrastructure , and 

environmental issues were regarded as being among the most important policy areas by at least 85% 

of respondents. For example, between 85% and 89% of respondents across the different age groups 

agreed that environmental issues should be prioritised. 

 

Looking at the other policy areas, however, more variation was seen across the socio-demographic 

groups; some of the largest differences observed were, for example, that: 

 

¶ men were more likely to say that they would welcome EU support for research and innovation in 

their city or region (76% vs. 69% of women) 
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¶ rural residents more frequently said that there should be EU support to provide broadband 

Internet access in their region or city (51% vs. 43%-44% in urban and metropolitan areas) 

¶ the lower the respondentsô level of education, the more likely they were to prefer to see their city 

or region being supported by the EU in the area of employment training (89% of respondents 

with the lowest level of education vs. 77% of those with the highest levels) 

¶ the over 54 year-olds were more likely to suggest that the tourism sector in their city or region 

would be supported by the EU (58% vs. 49%-50% of younger respondents) 

¶ manual workers and non-working respondents were more likely to identify ñenergy networksò as 

an important policy area for their city or region (64% vs. 56%-57% of employees and the self-

employed). 

 

For more details, see annex tables 10b through 19b. 
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3. Opinions about m ulti -level governance  
 

EU regional policy is largely managed in a decentralised 

way by the respective national and regional governments; 

i.e. within a common framework set by the EU, Member 

States and their regions choose the priority objectives in 

their territories that will benefit from EU funds
8
. 

 

Roughly 3 in 10 (29%) EU citizens answered that 

decisions about EU regional policy projects should be 

taken at a regional level, and a similar proportion (28%) 

said that such decisions should be taken at a local level. 

About a fifth (21%) expressed a preference for national 

decision-making processes.  

 

A sixth of respondents (17%) thought it would be best that 

the EU took decisions about the Unionôs regional policy 

projects. 

 

Country variations 

 

Decision-making at a regional level was especially welcomed in Slovakia, Austria, France and the 

Netherlands (36%-39%), while interviewees in the Czech Republic, the UK, Romania and Poland 

most frequently expressed a preference for local decision-making processes (39%-45%). Respondents 

in Finland, Estonia and Malta were the most likely to say that decision-making for EU regional 

projects should be taken at a national level (36%-41%).  

 

In just four countries, a quarter ï or more ï respondents thought that decisions about such projects 

should be taken at EU level: Cyprus (25%), Spain and Belgium (both 29%), and Luxembourg (32%). 
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Q6. At which level should decisions about EU regional policy projects be taken? 
Base: all respondents, % by country

Preferred level of decision -making for EU r egional support projects

 
 

Across all EU Member States, a majority of respondents agreed with the principle of subsidiarity in 

the framework of EU regional policy ï i.e. they answered that decision-making for EU regional 

support projects should be taken at local, regional or national levels
9
. In 2008, across all Member 

States, more than 70% of respondents agreed that it was a good thing that EU regional policy gave 

Member States and regions the right to decide on the policyôs strategies and projects. 

                                                      
8
 See: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf 

9
 Question wording FL234 (01/2008): When it comes to selecting strategies and projects, EU regional policy 

gives the right to decide on them to the member States and regions. Do you think this is a good thing or not? 

Preferred level of decision -making 
for EU r egional support projects

Local, 28

Regional, 
29

National, 
21

EU, 17

DK/NA, 6

Q6. At which level should decisions about EU 
regional policy projects be taken? 

Base: all respondents, % EU27

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/presenta/working2008/work_en.pdf
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Socio-demographic considerations 

 

Across all socio-demographic segments, a majority of respondents answered that decision-making for 

EU regional support projects should be taken at local, regional or national levels; in just a few groups, 

a fifth ï or more ï of respondents thought it would be best that the EU took decisions about the 

Unionôs regional policy projects: 15-24 year-olds (24% vs. 15%-17% across other age groups), full-

time students (21% vs. 16%-18% of those who had completed their education), metropolitan residents 

(20% vs. 17% of those living in urban areas and 16% of rural residents) and manual workers (21% vs. 

15%-17% across other occupational groups). 

  

For more details, see annex table 20b. 
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4. Aware ness and perceptions about EU support for 
cross -border cooperation  

4.1 Awareness  of ï and support for ï EU regional funding for cross -

border cooperation  

 

Although the European Territorial Cooperation objective amounts to only 2.5% of the cohesion 

policy budget, roughly a fifth (19%) of EU citizens said they were aware that regions in different 

countries cooperated in order to be eligible for funding under this objective. A large majority (79%), 

however, had never heard about such cross-border cooperation. 

 

Among respondents who had heard about such cooperation, two-thirds (67%) thought that the EU 

should make more funds available to support such initiatives between regions in different countries. 

Somewhat more than a quarter (27%) did not agree and 7% did not know what to answer or simply 

chose not to respond to this question. 

 

Awareness of ïand  support for ïEU regional funding for cross -
border cooperation

Yes, 19

No, 79

DK/NA, 2

Awareness of cross -border 
cooperation

Yes, 67

No, 27

DK/NA, 7

Support for more funds for 
cross -border cooperation

Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different 
countries cooperating because of EU 

regional funding? 
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Q7B. Should more funds be spent on 
supporting cooperation between regions 

in different countries?
Base: those aware of cooperation between 

regions in different countries, % EU27  
 

Country variations 

 

Respondents in Malta (45%) were ï by far ï the most likely to say they were aware that regions in 

different countries cooperated in order to be eligible for funding under the European Territorial 

Cooperation objective. Denmark, Spain and Romania were the closest to Malta with 33% of 

interviewees who said they knew about such cross-border initiatives.  

 

In Italy and Belgium, on the other hand, less than a tenth (7%-8%) of respondents were aware that EU 

regional funding was helping cooperation between regions in different countries. Other countries with 

low levels of awareness were Greece and France (both 10%) and Cyprus (11%). 
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Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU Regional funding? 
Base: all respondents, % by country

Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between regions in 
different countries

 
 

Among respondents who were aware that EU regional finding was helping cooperation between 

regions in different countries, at least half of them ï across all EU Member States ï agreed that the EU 

should make more funds available to support such cooperation; respondents in Estonia were leading 

the way in this view (84% ñyesò responses).  

 

Although Maltese respondents were the most likely to be aware of cross-border initiatives supported 

by the EU and Cypriots were among the least likely to be aware of such initiatives, both countries 

were close to Estonia with approximately three-quarters (75%-77%) of interviewees who thought that 

more EU funds should be available for cooperation between regions in different countries.  

 

Although a slim majority of Germans, Finns and Austrians agreed that more EU funding should go to 

cross-border regional cooperation (51%-54%), more than 4 in 10 of them disagreed with this 

proposition (41%-44%). In Greece, the Netherlands and Belgium, at least third of respondents shared 

this doubt about the need for more funding (33%-35%).  
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Socio-demographic considerations 

 

In accordance with the results for the awareness of EU co-financed projects, men, older respondents, those 

with a high level of education, self-employed respondents and city dwellers were more likely to know 

that EU regional funding was helping cooperation between regions in different countries. For 

example, roughly a quarter (24%) of self-employed respondents said they were aware that regions in 

different countries cooperated in order to be eligible for funding under the European Territorial 

Cooperation objective, compared to 20% of employees and 17% of manual workers and non-working 

respondents. 

 

Respondents with a high level of education were not only the most likely to be aware that EU regional 

funding was available for cooperation between regions in different countries, these ñawareò highly-

educated respondents were also the most likely to feel that the EU should make more funds 

available to support such cross-border cooperation (29% vs. 22% of respondents with the lowest level 

of education). The opposite was true for the oldest respondents (over 54 years of age); although their 

awareness level was high, they tended not to agree that this funding was required: 24% thought that 

more EU funding should go to cross-border regional cooperation, compared to 27%-30% across other 

age groups. 

 

For more details, see annex tables 21b and 22b. 

4.1 Awareness of the Baltic S ea Region cooperation programme  

 

The EU's Baltic Sea Region cooperation programme 2007-

2013 promotes regional development through transnational 

cooperation in the countries around the Baltic Sea; eight EU 

Member States are included: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, 

Germany (only certain coastal regions), Latvia, Lithuania, 

Poland (only coastal regions) and Sweden
10

. 

 

A third of respondents in EU Member States around the 

Baltic Sea were aware that there was an EU strategy to 

promote cooperation between the Baltic Sea countries. 

Respondents in Finland and Sweden were the most likely to 

say they had heard about the Baltic Sea Region cooperation 

programme (both 63%), while in Germany and Poland, only 

half as many interviewees were aware of its existence (27% 

and 32%, respectively). 

                                                      
10

 See: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperation/baltic/index_en.htm  

Awareness of the EUôs Baltic Sea 
Region cooperation programme

Yes, 33

No, 64

DK/NA, 3

Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to 
promote cooperation between the countries 

around the Baltic Sea? 
Base: respondents from the Baltic Sea countries, % total

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperation/baltic/index_en.htm
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Socio-demographic considerations 

 

The socio-demographic analysis of awareness of the Baltic Sea Region Cooperation Programme 

showed ï once more ï that men, older respondents, those with a high level of education, the self-

employed and city dwellers were more knowledgeable of different aspects of EU regional policy. It 

was noted, for example, that 43% of over 54 year-olds in the Baltic Sea countries said they were aware 

that there was an EU strategy to promote cooperation between the Baltic Sea countries; this 

proportion, however, decreased to 22% for 15-24 year-olds. 

 

For more details, see annex table 23b. 

Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the 
countries around the Baltic Sea?  

Base: all respondents from the Baltic Sea countries, % by country 
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Table 1a. Awareness of EU regional support projects ï by country  

QUESTION: Q1A. Europe provides financial support in regions and cities. Have you heard about EU co-financed 

projects to improve the area you live in? 

 

  Total N % Yes, aware % No, not aware % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 33.8 65.4 0.8 

COUNTR Y     

 Belgium 1000 14.9 83.2 1.8 

 Bulgaria 1005 44.6 53.7 1.7 

 Czech Rep. 1000 57.5 42.3 0.2 

 Denmark 1002 16.4 82.7 0.9 

 Germany 1003 18.7 80.6 0.7 

 Estonia 1006 57.3 40.4 2.3 

 Greece 1000 45.4 54.1 0.5 

 Spain 1002 43.4 56.3 0.3 

 France 1010 25.4 74.3 0.4 

 Ireland  1000 16.8 83.1 0.1 

 Italy  1002 33.4 65.6 0.9 

 Cyprus 1000 40.8 58.6 0.7 

 Latvia 1002 67.7 29.9 2.4 

 Lithuania  1001 65.9 33.4 0.7 

 Luxembourg 1002 25.9 73.8 0.4 

 Hungary  1007 59.1 39.8 1.1 

 Malta  1001 38.7 56.5 4.7 

 Netherlands 1008 18.5 80.9 0.6 

 Austria  1000 21.5 77.7 0.8 

 Poland 1008 68.5 30.9 0.6 

 Portugal 1001 49.7 48.3 1.9 

 Romania 1002 64.2 30.3 5.5 

 Slovenia 1001 59.3 40.3 0.4 

 Slovakia 1001 71.2 28.1 0.7 

 Finland  1000 33.9 65.1 1 

 Sweden 1003 27.7 71.8 0.5 

 United Kingdom  1000 13.1 86.7 0.1 



Annex  Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy 

 

page 44 

Table 1b. Awareness of EU regional support projects ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q1A. Europe provides financial support in regions and cities. Have you heard about EU co-financed 

projects to improve the area you live in? 

 

   Total N % Yes, aware % No, not aware % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 33.8 65.4 0.8 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 37.6 61.7 0.7 

 Female 13980 30.2 68.8 1 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 22.7 76.6 0.7 

 25 - 39  6064 35.1 64.5 0.4 

 40 - 54 7294 36.7 62.5 0.7 

 55 + 9475 35.4 63.3 1.3 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 27.8 70.8 1.4 

 16 - 20 11656 32.8 66.2 1 

 20 + 7875 41.5 58.2 0.3 

 Still in education  2691 24.9 74.3 0.8 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 35.3 63.9 0.8 

 Urban 11504 35.5 63.7 0.8 

 Rural 10382 31.3 67.8 0.9 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 39.6 59.8 0.6 

 Employee 8985 34.7 64.9 0.4 

 Manual worker  2478 33.6 64.8 1.5 

 Not working  12717 32 66.9 1.1 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 100 0 0 

 Not aware 17698 0 100 0 



Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy   Annex 

   page 45 

Table 2a. Sources of information about EU regional support projects ï first ch oice - 
by country  

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it? - First choice 

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects 
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EU27  9139 8.3 18.3 36.4 5 5.6 7 1.7 8.8 7.4 1.5 

COUNTRY             

 Belgium 149 11.5 4.4 47.2 9 5.2 0.4 4.6 11.7 5.2 0.9 

 Bulgaria 448 6.1 11.7 55.4 3.6 7.2 3.2 1.1 6.9 4.5 0.4 

 Czech Rep. 575 11.2 15.2 44 3.8 10.9 4.7 0.9 5.2 2.8 1.3 

 Denmark 164 12.3 23.8 25.9 5.6 5.1 0.8 0 7.7 16.2 2.6 

 Germany 187 10.6 42.1 9.2 6.7 0.3 8 1.6 9.9 9.3 2.2 

 Estonia 577 23.9 21 19.8 8.7 12.6 2.9 0.4 3.9 5.2 1.5 

 Greece 454 12.8 11.6 31.1 4.1 8.6 14.9 1.7 7.9 6.8 0.5 

 Spain 435 9.1 9.8 44.8 6.9 3.5 13.7 2.1 5.3 3.7 1 

 France 256 7.2 23.9 16.7 4.8 2.5 10.9 3.4 13.8 13.9 3.1 

 Ireland  168 15.4 18.2 11 4.3 2 34.3 0.4 2.5 8.4 3.3 

 Italy  335 7.2 15.2 40.2 2.5 8.3 1.1 0.3 17.2 6.1 2 

 Cyprus 408 6.9 8.1 42 5 5.2 2.8 2.3 8.5 18.4 1 

 Latvia 678 4.5 14.9 39 5.8 11.7 9.6 0.6 7.2 6.5 0.3 

 Lithuania  659 11.3 17 35.1 3.7 15.6 8.2 0.7 4.6 3.6 0.2 

 Luxembourg 259 9 18.2 21.5 5.9 3.3 25.8 0.8 8.8 6.5 0.3 

 Hungary  595 7.3 28.7 31.6 3.4 7.5 10.5 1.4 2.6 7 0.1 

 Malta  388 12.2 4.7 62 5.5 3.2 1 3.1 2 5.3 0.9 

 Netherlands 186 9.6 28.4 11.5 3.4 3.1 17.6 2.7 11 11.2 1.4 

 Austria  215 14.5 27.8 27.4 6.5 4.3 3.3 3.6 3.9 7.2 1.5 

 Poland 691 4.3 14.7 47.2 4.4 10.5 4.3 2.4 6 6 0.1 

 Portugal 498 12.2 8.9 54.2 2.9 4 2.3 0.5 6.3 6.4 2.3 

 Romania 643 6.8 7.3 60 7.6 3 3.4 0.4 5.1 5.7 0.8 

 Slovenia 593 12.8 13.9 34.6 8.5 6.2 2.9 2 6.9 10.3 1.8 

 Slovakia 713 4.3 10.2 66.7 5.1 7 0.7 0.3 3 1.7 0.9 

 Finland  339 8.9 41.4 7.9 5.5 6.6 3.5 1.6 11.7 12.3 0.6 

 Sweden 278 5.2 30.3 12.2 9.9 1 3.8 1.3 16.6 16.2 3.8 

 
United 
Kingdom  131 12.9 22 16.2 3 0 11.5 2.4 12.1 14.8 5.2 
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Table 2b. Sources of information about EU regional support projects ï first choice  - 
by segment 

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it? - First choice 

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects 
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 EU27  9139 8.3 18.3 36.4 5 5.6 7 1.7 8.8 7.4 1.5 

 

SEX             

Male 4917 8.5 18.1 34.3 5.4 6.6 8.3 1.9 8.5 6.7 1.9 

 Female 4222 8 18.6 39 4.6 4.5 5.5 1.4 9.1 8.2 1.1 

 

AGE             

15 - 24 893 5.5 10.2 36.5 1.4 15 10.4 2.1 7 10.1 1.8 

 25 - 39  2129 6.1 15.4 34.3 7 7.8 10.4 1 11.2 5.7 1.1 

 40 - 54 2680 7.8 19.9 33.6 4.2 4.7 6.4 2.1 11.9 7.6 2 

 55 + 3356 10.5 21 40.1 5.3 2.6 4.6 1.6 5.2 7.7 1.4 

 

EDUCATION (end 

of)  
           

Until 15 years of age 1162 7.6 15.6 49.2 4 1.5 5.7 2.4 5.3 7.4 1.3 

 16 - 20 3828 7.7 20.5 40.3 5.1 5.3 5.1 1.7 6.5 6.3 1.5 

 20 + 3268 9.6 18 27.6 5.7 5.4 9.1 1.4 13.6 7.7 1.8 

 Still in education  669 7.5 10.7 30.5 2.2 16.4 11.2 0.9 6.6 13.7 0.2 

 

URBAN ISATION             

Metropolitan  1765 11.6 13.9 36.2 5.9 5.6 8.8 1.2 10.4 4.6 1.8 

 Urban 4086  8.5 17.7 37.9 4.2 6.4 7.1 1.6 8.3 6.9 1.3 

 Rural 3249 6.2 21.3 34.5 5.6 4.7 6 2 8.5 9.6 1.6 

 

OCCUPATION             

Self-employed 1082 7.5 17.5 31.6 6.7 7.7 5.6 1 11.8 8.2 2.5 

 Employee 3116 8.5 19.7 28.2 4 6 9.2 1.7 14.9 5.9 1.8 

 Manual worker  834 5.1 18.4 44.2 5.7 3.5 6.5 1.5 7.8 6.4 0.9 

 Not working  4074 8.9 17.3 42.3 5.2 5.3 5.9 1.8 3.5 8.6 1.1 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  

           

Aware 9139 8.3 18.3 36.4 5 5.6 7 1.7 8.8 7.4 1.5 

 Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 3a. Sources of information about EU regional support projects ï second choice 
- by country  

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it? - Second choice 

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects and mentioned a source firtly 
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EU27  9001 11.1 14.3 17.7 10.7 6.5 4.9 2.1 3.2 6.8 22.7 

COUNTRY             

 Belgium 148 10.2 8.7 17.7 19.1 6.9 1.9 7.2 7 5.3 16.1 

 Bulgaria 446 19 14.2 14.4 9.7 6.8 1.6 4.3 3.7 6.8 19.6 

 Czech Rep. 568 11.3 10.6 21.1 13.4 14.3 5.1 1.8 4.8 4.2 13.3 

 Denmark 160 4.3 16.7 12 3 4.4 0 0 3.2 12.3 44.2 

 Germany 183 6.5 7.8 16.2 10.2 5.4 4.3 5.2 4.1 9.3 31 

 Estonia 568 12.7 10.5 17.4 16 15.3 7.5 0.9 2.7 6.6 10.5 

 Greece 452 16.1 9.2 19 4.8 7.6 6.5 2.8 2.3 6.9 24.9 

 Spain 431 13.9 13 15.9 13.4 5.8 9.1 1.9 2.7 3.7 20.7 

 France 248 7.4 11.8 11.4 5.5 1.1 6 2 1.2 8.1 45.5 

 Ireland  162 19 9.1 10.3 10.9 6.1 6.9 0.3 4.2 5.2 27.9 

 Italy  328 16.2 22.2 18.4 5.3 5.4 0.8 0.7 1.8 5.3 23.9 

 Cyprus 404 7.5 11.6 17.3 13.6 3.8 1.7 1.6 3.3 10.7 28.7 

 Latvia 676 5.5 15.6 21.5 14 12.9 7.8 0.9 4.8 1.8 14.9 

 Lith uania 658 7.9 12.6 24.8 10.9 12.6 9.4 1.6 9.1 3.8 7.2 

 Luxembourg 258 9.1 16 14.8 16 5.7 3.6 2.4 3.5 7 21.8 

 Hungary  595 9.7 16.5 16.4 7.1 11.1 6.9 1.4 3.9 11.7 15.1 

 Malta  384 17.6 5.3 15.1 11 3.5 1.4 4.1 1.1 11.4 29.6 

 Netherlands 184 10.4 12.2 11.8 4.9 6.4 4.3 2.9 6.5 16.3 24.3 

 Austria  212 10.7 11.8 19.3 8.4 5.4 3 7 3.2 3.7 27.4 

 Poland 690 10.7 18.4 21 14.9 7.4 6.1 1.5 3 6.2 10.8 

 Portugal 487 19.5 12.8 19.8 10.5 7.3 4.6 1.9 3.7 7 12.9 

 Romania 638 9.6 15 20.5 12.5 6.9 3.4 1.7 3.6 7.4 19.4 

 Slovenia 583 14.1 11.4 20.1 14.2 10 4.2 2.3 1.6 5 17.1 

 Slovakia 706 7.3 11.7 20 22.8 16.6 2.2 0.9 8.2 4 6.3 

 Finland  337 5 18.6 16.2 8.9 3.5 1.3 2.3 2.9 10.9 30.4 

 Sweden 267 3.2 15.8 16.2 6.4 2.6 3.7 0.6 4.6 5.6 41.3 

 
United 
Kingdom  124 6.5 10.2 16.5 13.2 2.5 3.2 1.2 1.7 10.8 34.3 
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Table 3b. Sources of information about EU regional support projects ï second choice 
- by segment 

QUESTION: Q1B. Where did you hear about it? - Second choice 

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects and mentioned a source firtly 
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 EU27  9001 11.1 14.3 17.7 10.7 6.5 4.9 2.1 3.2 6.8 22.7 

 

SEX             

Male 4826 11.5 13.4 17.5 9.8 6.9 5.9 2.2 3.4 6.9 22.3 

 Female 4175 10.6 15.4 17.8 11.8 6 3.7 1.9 3 6.8 23 

 

AGE             

15 - 24 877 11.8 10 16 9.6 12.2 7.3 2.3 3.3 8.3 19.2 

 25 - 39  2106 10 14 18.5 10.6 10.5 5.2 1.7 4.2 4.6 20.7 

 40 - 54 2627 10.4 15.5 15.9 9.4 6.3 6.6 2.6 4.5 6.8 22 

 55 + 3310 11.6 14.9 18.9 12 2.7 2.7 1.9 1.6 8.1 25.6 

 

EDUCATION 

(end of)             

Until 15 years of age 1147 11 12.8 18.1 12 1.2 3.8 1.1 1.3 7.7 31.1 

 16 - 20 3772 11.2 14.7 17.5 12.6 6 4.5 2.3 3.2 6.8 21.1 

 20 + 3208 10.8 14.8 18 8.4 8.5 5.3 2.5 4.1 5.9 21.8 

 Still in education  668 9.8 13.9 17.2 7.7 10.5 8.1 1 2.9 10.5 18.6 

 

URBANISATION             

Metropolitan  1732 12.9 14.1 16.1 11.7 9.4 5.1 1.7 3.3 6.7 18.9 

 Urban 4035 10.5 15.7 18.3 10.8 6.2 5.1 2.2 3.4 6.5 21.4 

 Rural 3195 10.5 12.4 17.8 10.2 5.4 4.5 2.2 3 7.4 26.4 

 

OCCUPATION             

Self-employed 1055 9.6 15 17.9 8.9 9.9 4.7 3.4 3 7.4 20.2 

 Employee 3059 9.9 15.1 16.8 9.2 8.3 6.5 2.6 4.7 5.9 21.2 

 Manual worker  826 13.5 9.1 18.2 11 4.4 4.8 2 6.6 5.5 24.9 

 Not working  4028 11.5 14.7 18.3 12.4 4.8 3.7 1.3 1.5 7.7 24 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT 

PROJ ECTS             

Aware 9001 11.1 14.3 17.7 10.7 6.5 4.9 2.1 3.2 6.8 22.7 

 Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 4a. Perceived benefits of EU regional support projects ï by country  

QUESTION: Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this support 

had a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region? 

Base: those who had heard about EU co-financed projects 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Positive 

impact  

% Negative 

impact  % DK/NA  

 

EU27  9139 76.3 9.6 14.1 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 149 81.7 9.3 9 

 Bulgaria 448 71.8 14.2 14.1 

 Czech Rep. 575 83.9 7.3 8.8 

 Denmark 164 60.3 8.3 31.5 

 Germany 187 80 6.2 13.8 

 Estonia 577 89 4.2 6.7 

 Greece 454 74.1 17.3 8.5 

 Spain 435 78.7 11.4 9.9 

 France 256 71.2 9.5 19.3 

 Ireland  168 89.8 3.2 7 

 Italy  335 55.9 15 29.1 

 Cyprus 408 81.6 7.4 11.1 

 Latvia 678 78.9 11.8 9.3 

 Lithuania  659 89.8 3.4 6.8 

 Luxembourg 259 86.2 5.2 8.6 

 Hungary  595 86.1 5.5 8.5 

 Malta  388 79.7 5.3 14.9 

 Netherlands 186 79.7 8.1 12.2 

 Austria  215 77.1 8.4 14.5 

 Poland 691 90.1 4.2 5.7 

 Portugal 498 69.5 15 15.4 

 Romania 643 73.2 14.8 12 

 Slovenia 593 81.3 6.6 12.1 

 Slovakia 713 83.7 5.7 10.5 

 Finland  339 86.4 3.7 9.8 

 Sweden 278 61.4 6.2 32.4 

 United Kingdom  131 69.9 8.7 21.4 
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Table 4b. Perceived benefits of EU regional support projects ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this support 

had a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region? 

Base: those whohad heard about EU co-financed projects 

 

   Total N 

% Positive 

impact  

% Negative 

impact  DK/NA  

 EU27  9139 76.3 9.6 14.1 

 

SEX      

Male 4917 76.9 10.2 12.9 

 Female 4222 75.6 8.9 15.5 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 893 77.9 10.2 11.9 

 25 - 39  2129 80 7.9 12.1 

 40 - 54 2680 77.8 8.5 13.7 

 55 + 3356 72.9 11 16.1 

 

EDUC ATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 1162 68.8 14.3 16.9 

 16 - 20 3828 75.8 9.8 14.5 

 20 + 3268 79.2 7.3 13.5 

 Still in education  669 81.7 8.4 9.9 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  1765 78.7 9 12.3 

 Urban 4086  77.4 8.2 14.5 

 Rural 3249 73.9 11.3 14.8 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 1082 75.3 11 13.7 

 Employee 3116 79.2 7.9 12.8 

 Manual worker  834 80.1 9.6 10.3 

 Not working  4074 73.7 10.2 16 

 

EU REGIONAL SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 76.3 9.6 14.1 

 Not aware 0 0 0 0 



Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy   Annex 

   page 51 

Table 5a. Reasons why EU regional support projects were seen to have had a negative 
impact ï by country  

QUESTION: Q1D. Why do you think it was negative? 

Base: those who had seen a negative impact of EU regional support in their area 

 

 

 

Total N 

% There 

was too 

little 

fund ing to 

make an 

impact  

% Funding 

went to the 

wrong 

projects 

% Too 

difficult to 

access the 

funds 

% Other 

reasons % DK/NA  

 

EU27  875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3 

COUNTRY        

 Belgium 14 3.9 39.1 30.8 20.9 5.3 

 Bulgaria 64 26.4 31.4 19.7 7.3 15.2 

 Czech Rep. 42 31.2 33.3 19.8 11.5 4.1 

 Denmark 14 14.7 13 11.2 43.2 17.9 

 Germany 12 5.4 66.8 0 27.8 0 

 Estonia 24 21.3 50.8 5 14.7 8.3 

 Greece 79 5.5 38.4 13.5 38.7 4 

 Spain 49 15.9 29.2 22.4 30 2.5 

 France 24 19.5 23 29.5 19.1 8.9 

 Ireland  5 24 13.1 25.5 25.3 12.2 

 Italy  50 4.4 48.7 14.4 26.9 5.6 

 Cyprus 30 5.3 42.4 15.7 31.1 5.6 

 Latvia 80 9.9 52 22 13.5 2.5 

 Lithuania  23 9.2 59.1 7.3 10.5 13.9 

 Luxembourg 13 4.8 57.6 10.7 21.2 5.8 

 Hungary  33 3.8 16.4 32.7 44.5 2.6 

 Malta  21 21.1 31.6 3.6 37.2 6.5 

 Netherlands 15 4 33.1 16.3 46.6 0 

 Austria  18 0 46.7 5.6 47.7 0 

 Poland 29 3.4 26.6 39.9 28.2 1.9 

 Portugal 75 15.2 40.1 7 24.8 12.8 

 Romania 95 8.7 33.4 37.1 19.1 1.7 

 Slovenia 39 11.5 41.6 9.7 29.9 7.2 

 Slovakia 41 26 54.8 12.1 7.1 0 

 Finland  13 5.2 27.6 27.4 39.8 0 

 Sweden 17 7.8 8.3 7.7 76.1 0 

 United Kingdom  11 5.4 29.9 14.1 29.3 21.2 
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Table 5b. Reasons why EU regional support projects were seen to have had a negative 
impact ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q1D. Why do you think it was negative? 

Base: those who had seen a negative impact of EU regional support in their area 

 

   Total N 

% There 

was too 

little 

funding 

to make 

an 

impact  

% 

Funding 

went to 

the 

wrong 

projects 

% Too 

difficult 

to access 

the funds 

% Other 

reasons 

% 

DK/NA  

 EU27  875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3 

 

SEX        

Male 501 9 33.7 23.5 29.7 4.1 

 Female 374 12.6 41.2 17.7 21.6 6.9 

 

AGE        

15 - 24 91 5.8 42.3 20.9 29.2 1.7 

 25 - 39  167 11.9 29.8 32.7 23.2 2.4 

 40 - 54 227 10 36.3 19.8 27.7 6.2 

 55 + 370 11.6 37.8 17.4 26.1 7.1 

 

EDUCATION (end of)        

Until 15 years of age 166 11.8 39.2 17.1 24.7 7.2 

 16 - 20 374 13.5 30.8 22.4 29.8 3.4 

 20 + 238 4.7 35.2 27.2 24.7 8.2 

 Still in education  56 10.4 59.2 1 28.8 0.6 

 

URBANISATION        

Metropolitan  160 15.5 31.9 27.6 19.6 5.4 

 Urban 334 7.4 39.8 22.2 25.7 5 

 Rural 368 11.6 34.3 17.9 30.6 5.6 

 

OCCUPATION        

Self-employed 119 8 36.1 24.9 30.3 0.6 

 Employee 248 8 33.8 26 28.6 3.6 

 Manual worker  80 18.9 29.9 25.6 20.1 5.5 

 Not working  417 11.4 38.8 16.7 25.4 7.7 

 

EU REGIONAL SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  
      

Aware 875 10.5 36.9 21 26.2 5.3 

 Not aware 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy   Annex 

   page 53 

Table 6a. Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development 

Fund or the Cohesion Fund? 

 

  Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 13 83.5 3.5 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 3.5 95.5 1 

 Bulgaria 1005 9.9 85 5.1 

 Czech Rep. 1000 24.7 69.2 6.1 

 Denmark 1002 6.2 85.1 8.8 

 Germany 1003 9.2 87.4 3.4 

 Estonia 1006 28.5 61.8 9.8 

 Greece 1000 23.6 70.8 5.6 

 Spain 1002 21.4 75.2 3.4 

 France 1010 3.8 94.3 1.9 

 Ireland  1000 22.7 70.2 7.1 

 Italy  1002 4.7 94.8 0.5 

 Cyprus 1000 13.1 82.8 4.2 

 Latvia 1002 25.6 69.8 4.6 

 Lithuania  1001 28.2 65.3 6.4 

 Luxembourg 1002 10.6 88 1.3 

 Hungary  1007 24.3 70.6 5.1 

 Malta  1001 16.9 78.6 4.5 

 Netherlands 1008 7.1 89.2 3.8 

 Austria  1000 8.1 87.5 4.4 

 Poland 1008 43.6 53.8 2.5 

 Portugal 1001 12.2 85.1 2.7 

 Romania 1002 15 81.1 3.9 

 Slovenia 1001 23.3 70.5 6.2 

 Slovakia 1001 24.9 68.1 7 

 Finland  1000 11.7 83.8 4.5 

 Sweden 1003 9.3 76.6 14.1 

 United Kingdom  1000 5 89.9 5.2 
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Table 6b. Perceptions about personal benefits from EU regional support projects ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional Development 

Fund or the Cohesion Fund? 

 

   Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 13 83.5 3.5 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 15.3 81.3 3.4 

 Female 13980 10.7 85.6 3.7 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 11.9 83.8 4.3 

 25 - 39  6064 14.7 81.3 4 

 40 - 54 7294 14.4 81.6 4 

 55 + 9475 11.2 86.1 2.7 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 6.9 90.6 2.6 

 16 - 20 11656 12 84.5 3.5 

 20 + 7875 17.6 78.8 3.7 

 Still in education  2691 13.2 81.7 5.1 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 15.2 81.3 3.6 

 Urban 11504 13.6 83.2 3.2 

 Rural 10382 11.3 84.8 3.8 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 18.8 77.5 3.6 

 Employee 8985 13.6 82.1 4.3 

 Manual worker  2478 14 83.4 2.6 

 Not working  12717 11.2 85.6 3.2 

 

EU REGIONAL SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 29.9 67.1 3.1 

 Not aware 17698 4.3 92.1 3.6 
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Table 7a. Beneficiaries of EU regional support: concentration on the poorest regions 
is é ï by country  

QUESTION: Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to 

catch up. In your opinion, is this rather a good or rather a bad thing? 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Rather a good 

thing  

% Rather a bad 

thing  % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 88.3 6.1 5.6 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 89.5 4.9 5.6 

 Bulgaria 1005 89.7 5.6 4.7 

 Czech Rep. 1000 87 7.3 5.7 

 Denmark 1002 90.3 3.3 6.4 

 Germany 1003 83.5 9.4 7.2 

 Estonia 1006 88.3 4.9 6.9 

 Greece 1000 92.6 4.2 3.2 

 Spain 1002 92 4.3 3.7 

 France 1010 91.2 5.4 3.3 

 Ireland  1000 92.2 2.9 4.8 

 Italy  1002 87.5 6.7 5.8 

 Cyprus 1000 94.4 2.8 2.8 

 Latvia 1002 88.5 5.4 6.1 

 Lithuania  1001 88.1 2.4 9.5 

 Luxembourg 1002 91 6.1 2.8 

 Hungary  1007 91.1 3.8 5.1 

 Malta  1001 92.5 3.8 3.7 

 Netherlands 1008 86.7 7.4 6 

 Austria 1000 82.3 10.8 6.8 

 Poland 1008 93.5 3.8 2.7 

 Portugal 1001 86.5 6.8 6.7 

 Romania 1002 92.2 2 5.8 

 Slovenia 1001 88.6 6.8 4.5 

 Slovakia 1001 91.1 5.2 3.6 

 Finland  1000 85.8 9.2 4.9 

 Sweden 1003 87.1 6.1 6.8 

 United Kingdom  1000 84.8 6.3 8.9 
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Table 7b. Beneficiaries of EU regional support: concentration on the poorest regions 
is é ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them to 

catch up. In your opinion, is this rather a good or rather a bad thing? 

 

   Total N 

% Rather a good 

thing  

% Rather a bad 

thing  % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 88.3 6.1 5.6 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 88.1 7 4.9 

 Female 13980 88.4 5.2 6.3 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 92.7 3.7 3.6 

 25 - 39  6064 89.5 6.3 4.1 

 40 - 54 7294 88.1 6.5 5.4 

 55 + 9475 86.2 6.5 7.3 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 85.4 6.6 8 

 16 - 20 11656 87.4 6.7 5.9 

 20 + 7875 89.6 5.8 4.6 

 Still in education  2691 94.2 3.2 2.7 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 88.9 5.6 5.5 

 Urban 11504 89.4 5.7 4.9 

 Rural 10382 87 6.7 6.3 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 85.9 8 6.2 

 Employee 8985 89 6 5 

 Manual worker  2478 86.9 8.7 4.3 

 Not working  12717 88.6 5.2 6.2 

 

EU REGIONAL SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 91.5 5 3.5 

 Not aware 17698 86.7 6.7 6.6 
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Table 8a. Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones? 
ï by country  

QUESTION: Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development 

projects although there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate 

exclusively on the poorer ones? 

 

 

 

Total N 

% The EU should 

help all its regions 

% The EU should 

only support the 

poorer regions % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 47.1 48.5 4.4 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 45 51.4 3.7 

 Bulgaria 1005 58.3 36.4 5.3 

 Czech Rep. 1000 60.8 34.7 4.5 

 Denmark 1002 32.8 58 9.2 

 Germany 1003 43.7 49.7 6.6 

 Estonia 1006 53.5 41.5 5 

 Greece 1000 44 54.7 1.3 

 Spain 1002 42.6 55.9 1.5 

 France 1010 52 43.8 4.2 

 Ireland  1000 49.6 48.5 1.9 

 Italy  1002 49.1 47.8 3.1 

 Cyprus 1000 57.7 40.9 1.3 

 Latvia 1002 63.1 32.1 4.8 

 Lithuania  1001 46.2 46 7.8 

 Luxembourg 1002 50.5 46.7 2.8 

 Hungary  1007 49.9 47.6 2.5 

 Malta  1001 42.7 54.6 2.7 

 Netherlands 1008 40.8 53.8 5.4 

 Austria  1000 47.9 47.1 5 

 Poland 1008 50 46.8 3.2 

 Portugal 1001 45.7 51.8 2.5 

 Romania 1002 43.4 51.1 5.5 

 Slovenia 1001 48.7 47 4.4 

 Slovakia 1001 58.4 39.4 2.2 

 Finland  1000 54.7 40 5.3 

 Sweden 1003 46.3 43.2 10.5 

 United Kingdom  1000 44.8 50.3 4.9 
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Table 8b. Should the EU support all regions or focus exclusively on the poorer ones? 
ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q4A. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development 

projects although there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all regions or concentrate 

exclusively on the poorer ones? 

 

   Total N 

% The EU should 

help all its regions 

% The EU should 

only support the 

poorer regions % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 47.1 48.5 4.4 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 48.2 47.3 4.5 

 Female 13980 46.1 49.7 4.2 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 55.1 41.5 3.4 

 25 - 39  6064 55.8 41 3.1 

 40 - 54 7294 48.7 47.2 4.1 

 55 + 9475 37 57.3 5.6 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 35.6 60.2 4.2 

 16 - 20 11656 47.5 48 4.6 

 20 + 7875 51.3 44.2 4.5 

 Still in education  2691 53.4 43.1 3.5 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 47.4 48.2 4.5 

 Urban 11504 46.7 49.3 4 

 Rural 10382 47.5 47.8 4.7 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 52.5 42 5.5 

 Employee 8985 51.4 45.3 3.4 

 Manual worker  2478 50.6 45.6 3.8 

 Not working  12717 42.4 52.7 4.9 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 49.9 47.1 3 

 Not aware 17698 45.8 49.3 4.9 
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Table 9a. Where should EU regional support be targeted? ï by country  

QUESTION: Q4B. Where would you target aid under EU regional policy? 

% of ñMentionedô shown 
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EU27  27067 74.9 22 47.2 31.9 47.3 3.6 

COUNTRY         

 Belgium 1000 62.1 18.6 35.9 12.9 17.1 9.7 

 Bulgaria 1005 86 33.1 47.3 37.6 66.9 3.4 

 Czech Rep. 1000 77.7 27.9 43.9 27 35.7 4.6 

 Denmark 1002 69.9 22.6 49.2 31.7 28.6 5.9 

 Germany 1003 74.7 27.7 50.1 36.3 52.7 3.6 

 Estonia 1006 63.2 33.4 52.8 43.3 54.3 2.2 

 Greece 1000 72.6 46.3 42.8 27.5 54.5 1.1 

 Spain 1002 72.8 9.6 35.4 27.4 37.7 3 

 France 1010 67.9 16.4 51.4 32.4 51.3 4.5 

 Ireland  1000 78.4 23.3 50.1 31.6 47.3 2.1 

 Italy  1002 77.7 13.3 35.8 24.5 20.3 3.4 

 Cyprus 1000 64.2 27.2 46.7 30.1 58.9 1.8 

 Latvia 1002 83.9 33.1 64.8 51.3 62.7 2 

 Lithuania  1001 81.8 10.1 49 19.9 41.4 2.9 

 Luxembourg 1002 73.9 32.8 66.2 48.1 57.5 3.2 

 Hungary  1007 93.1 35.3 69.1 53.9 60.6 0.6 

 Malta  1001 56.8 10.1 51.7 21.5 9.4 8 

 Netherlands 1008 59.6 12.7 39.1 16.7 29 5.2 

 Austria  1000 77.1 28.4 42.7 36.2 64.5 3 

 Poland 1008 87.8 26.4 59 34.7 64.3 1.6 

 Portugal 1001 71.6 22.7 46.7 36.1 55.7 3.8 

 Romania 1002 72.6 25.1 68 41.2 77.3 3.1 

 Slovenia 1001 70 16.2 19.9 24.2 57.6 3.4 

 Slovakia 1001 88.1 32.4 50 41.6 51.2 2.3 

 Finland  1000 77.2 32.8 42.4 32.5 51.9 2 

 Sweden 1003 73.2 20.4 38.3 28.2 43.3 7.4 

 United Kingdom  1000 74.6 24.6 47.4 33.5 51.2 3.5 
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Table 9b. Where should EU regional support be targeted? ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q4B. Where would you target aid under EU regional policy? 

% of ñMentionedô shown 
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 EU27  27067 74.9 22 47.2 31.9 47.3 3.6 

 

SEX         

Male 13087 72.8 23.4 47.2 33.9 47.4 3.5 

 Female 13980 76.8 20.6 47.2 30 47.2 3.6 

 

AGE         

15 - 24 3939 73.7 22.8 48.2 32.1 46 2.9 

 25 - 39  6064 78.1 22.8 52.1 33.8 48.1 2.5 

 40 - 54 7294 76.4 21.5 46.1 33 47.9 2.3 

 55 + 9475 72.2 21.4 44.6 29.8 47.3 5.4 

 

EDUCATION (end 

of)  
       

Until 15 years of age 4180 76.2 19.5 41.1 25.1 44.1 4.6 

 16 - 20 11656 74.9 23.3 47.4 33.8 48.2 3.5 

 20 + 7875 74.4 21.8 49.4 33.7 48.6 2.6 

 Still in education  2691 75.4 21.8 50.5 31.2 46.7 3.2 

 

URBANISATION         

Metropolitan  5002 74.6 22.2 49.2 33.1 43.6 3.7 

 Urban 11504 76.1 20.9 48.5 31.5 44.8 3.1 

 Rural 10382 73.7 23 44.7 31.8 52.2 3.9 

 

OCCUPATION         

Self-employed 2733 69.7 22.4 45.9 36.4 50.1 2.5 

 Employee 8985 76 21.9 48.4 33.9 46.5 2.5 

 Manual worker  2478 79.1 20.9 47.6 30.3 46.5 3.6 

 Not working  12717 74.4 22.2 46.5 29.8 47.8 4.5 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  

       

Aware 9139 76.3 24.2 52.5 35.8 53.6 2 

 Not aware 17698 74.2 20.8 44.4 29.9 44.1 4.2 
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Table 10a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Better transport facil ities (rail, road, 
airports) ï by country  

QUESTION: Q5_A. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports)  

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 69.4 28.7 1.9 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 69.3 27.5 3.2 

 Bulgaria 1005 76.8 20.3 2.9 

 Czech Rep. 1000 74.4 24.4 1.1 

 Denmark 1002 62.4 36 1.6 

 Germany 1003 62.7 35.8 1.5 

 Estonia 1006 83.7 14.4 1.8 

 Greece 1000 69.6 27.6 2.7 

 Spain 1002 66 31.9 2 

 France 1010 67.4 30.8 1.8 

 Ireland  1000 74.3 24.7 0.9 

 Italy  1002 79.2 19.6 1.2 

 Cyprus 1000 75.7 23 1.2 

 Latvia 1002 69.2 27.4 3.4 

 Lithuania  1001 58.6 36.9 4.5 

 Luxembourg 1002 68.3 30 1.8 

 Hungary  1007 76.4 22.5 1.1 

 Malta  1001 80.7 16.3 3 

 Netherlands 1008 55.1 43.8 1.1 

 Austria  1000 71.9 26.9 1.2 

 Poland 1008 85.4 12.6 2 

 Portugal 1001 48.8 48.1 3.1 

 Romania 1002 80.9 16.2 3 

 Slovenia 1001 73.9 23.3 2.8 

 Slovakia 1001 81.5 16.5 1.9 

 Finland  1000 58.9 39.5 1.6 

 Sweden 1003 63.8 31.6 4.6 

 United Kingdom  1000 64.1 33.8 2.1 
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Table 10b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Better transport facilities (rail, road, 
airports) ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_A. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Better transport facilities (rail , road, airports) 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 69.4 28.7 1.9 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 71.6 26.8 1.6 

 Female 13980 67.3 30.5 2.2 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 66.3 32.3 1.4 

 25 - 39  6064 67.8 31.2 1 

 40 - 54 7294 70.8 28.4 0.8 

 55 + 9475 70.7 25.8 3.5 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 68.9 28 3.2 

 16 - 20 11656 69.7 28.4 1.9 

 20 + 7875 70.9 27.9 1.2 

 Still in education  2691 64.8 33.9 1.3 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 69 29.1 1.9 

 Urban 11504 68.8 29.6 1.6 

 Rural 10382 70.2 27.6 2.2 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 72.5 26.3 1.2 

 Employee 8985 68.3 30.8 0.9 

 Manual worker  2478 72 26.8 1.2 

 Not working  12717 69 28.1 2.9 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 76.8 21.9 1.2 

 Not aware 17698 65.5 32.4 2.1 
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Table 11a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Energy networks (electricity, gas) ï 
by country  

QUESTION: Q5_B. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Energy networks (electricity, gas) 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 60.6 36.7 2.7 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 67.3 29.3 3.4 

 Bulgaria 1005 59.4 31.5 9.1 

 Czech Rep. 1000 60.2 37.2 2.7 

 Denmark 1002 54.4 43.6 1.9 

 Germany 1003 60.3 38 1.7 

 Estonia 1006 72.5 23.3 4.2 

 Greece 1000 70.5 25.8 3.7 

 Spain 1002 58.7 37.9 3.4 

 France 1010 57.2 40.6 2.2 

 Ireland  1000 66.5 32.6 0.9 

 Italy  1002 70.1 28.1 1.8 

 Cyprus 1000 74.7 22.7 2.6 

 Latvia 1002 55.7 40.1 4.3 

 Lithuania  1001 72.1 23.3 4.6 

 Luxembourg 1002 66.8 31.7 1.6 

 Hungary  1007 66.7 32.3 1 

 Malta  1001 85.4 12.1 2.5 

 Netherlands 1008 47.2 50.4 2.4 

 Austria  1000 61.3 37.1 1.6 

 Poland 1008 59.4 38.1 2.5 

 Portugal 1001 50.8 45.6 3.6 

 Romania 1002 65.6 29.9 4.4 

 Slovenia 1001 73.2 24.9 1.9 

 Slovakia 1001 63.3 34.9 1.8 

 Finland  1000 52.6 44.3 3.1 

 Sweden 1003 52.2 43.3 4.4 

 United Kingdom  1000 57.1 39.4 3.4 
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Table 11b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Energy networks (electricity, gas) ï 
by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_B. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Energy networks (electricity, gas) 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 60.6 36.7 2.7 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 59.4 38.6 2 

 Female 13980 61.8 34.9 3.4 

 

AGE     

15 - 24 3939 61.5 35.7 2.8 

 25 - 39  6064 57 40.9 2.1 

 40 - 54 7294 58.2 40.4 1.4 

 55 + 9475 64.5 31.5 4 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 66.8 29.1 4.1 

 16 - 20 11656 61 36.5 2.5 

 20 + 7875 56 42.2 1.8 

 Still in educati on 2691 61.9 35.4 2.7 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 58.9 39.1 2 

 Urban 11504 59.9 37.3 2.8 

 Rural 10382 62.1 35.1 2.8 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 57 41.1 1.9 

 Employee 8985 55.9 42.5 1.6 

 Manual worker  2478 63.9 34.3 1.8 

 Not working 12717 64.2 32.1 3.8 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 59.6 38.4 2 

 Not aware 17698 61.1 36 2.9 
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Table 12a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Renewable, clean energy ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q5_C. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Renewable, clean energy 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 78.9 17.5 3.5 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 80.8  14.6 4.6 

 Bulgaria 1005 58.7 29.2 12.1 

 Czech Rep. 1000 68.1 28.6 3.3 

 Denmark 1002 87.4 10.7 1.9 

 Germany 1003 85.3 12.8 1.9 

 Estonia 1006 66.7 24.2 9.1 

 Greece 1000 79.7 14.6 5.7 

 Spain 1002 77.5 18.9 3.6 

 France 1010 78.5 18.9 2.6 

 Ireland  1000 84.1 14.2 1.7 

 Italy  1002 88 9.5 2.5 

 Cyprus 1000 83.8 11.9 4.3 

 Latvia 1002 53.6 38.4 8 

 Lithuania  1001 69.2 24.7 6.1 

 Luxembourg 1002 87.3 10.8 1.8 

 Hungary  1007 80.9 17.3 1.8 

 Malta  1001 94.6 3.2 2.2 

 Netherlands 1008 79.3 19.6 1.1 

 Austri a 1000 91.3 7.8 0.9 

 Poland 1008 70.7 24.3 5.1 

 Portugal 1001 76.9 16.6 6.5 

 Romania 1002 64.1 27.4 8.6 

 Slovenia 1001 87.5 9.7 2.8 

 Slovakia 1001 63.2 30.4 6.3 

 Finland  1000 79.9 17.6 2.4 

 Sweden 1003 83.7 12.5 3.8 

 United Kingdom  1000 76.1 20.1 3.8 
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Table 12b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Renewable, clean energy ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q5_C. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Renewable, clean energy 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 78.9 17.5 3.5 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 78.5 18.7 2.7 

 Female 13980 79.3 16.4 4.3 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 81.8 16.4 1.8 

 25 - 39  6064 79.1 18.2 2.7 

 40 - 54 7294 80.1 17.7 2.2 

 55 + 9475 77.2 17 5.8 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 79 15 6 

 16 - 20 11656 78.7 17.9 3.4 

 20 + 7875 78.9 18.9 2.2 

 Still in education  2691 82.3 15.7 2 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 78.9 18.3 2.7 

 Urban 11504 79.8 17.1 3.2 

 Rural 10382 78.2 17.6 4.2 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 78.9 18.9 2.3 

 Employee 8985 80.1 17.9 2 

 Manual worker  2478 77.5 19.3 3.2 

 Not working  12717 78.5 16.6 5 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 77 19.9 3.1 

 Not aware 17698 80.1 16.3 3.6 
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Table 13a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Research and innovation ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q5_D. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Research and innovation 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 72.6 23.3 4.1 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 73.6 20.9 5.5 

 Bulgaria 1005 51.8 34.3 13.9 

 Czech Rep. 1000 73.7 21.8 4.5 

 Denmark 1002 77.4 19.5 3.2 

 Germany 1003 83.3 14 2.7 

 Estonia 1006 55.3 30.5 14.2 

 Greece 1000 59.1 33.1 7.8 

 Spain 1002 79.4 17.8 2.7 

 France 1010 75.5 22.1 2.4 

 Ireland  1000 73.9 23.5 2.6 

 Italy  1002 87.3 11 1.7 

 Cyprus 1000 65.7 27.3 7 

 Latvia 1002 54.1 36.7 9.2 

 Lithuania  1001 43.2 45.9 10.9 

 Luxembourg 1002 78.5 19.6 2 

 Hungary  1007 53.3 43.3 3.4 

 Malta  1001 69.9 23.2 6.9 

 Netherlands 1008 68.4 29.3 2.3 

 Austria  1000 79.3 18.7 2 

 Poland 1008 55.6 38.2 6.2 

 Portugal 1001 64.4 26.2 9.4 

 Romania 1002 59.3 33.8 6.9 

 Slovenia 1001 68.4 28.1 3.5 

 Slovakia 1001 56.1 35.1 8.8 

 Finland  1000 66.3 29.4 4.3 

 Sweden 1003 76.9 18.6 4.4 

 Uni ted Kingdom 1000 64.1 30.7 5.2 
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Table 13b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Research and innovation ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q5_D. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Research and innovation 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 72.6 23.3 4.1 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 76.1 21 2.9 

 Female 13980 69.4 25.4 5.2 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 68.6 29.4 2 

 25 - 39  6064 70 27.4 2.6 

 40 - 54 7294 74.3 22.6 3 

 55 + 9475 74.7 18.6 6.7 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 71.1 21.2 7.7 

 16 - 20 11656 71.4 24.6 4 

 20 + 7875 76.6 21.3 2.2 

 Still in education  2691 71 26.5 2.5 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 73 24.1 2.9 

 Urban 11504 74.5 21.6 3.8 

 Rural 10382 70.4 24.7 4.9 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 76.9 19.7 3.3 

 Employee 8985 72.8 25.2 2 

 Manual  worker  2478 66.1 29.5 4.5 

 Not working  12717 73 21.3 5.7 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 72.4 24.3 3.3 

 Not aware 17698 72.9 22.8 4.2 



Flash EB No 298 ï EU regional policy   Annex 

   page 69 

Table 14a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Broadband and internet access ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q5_E. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Broadband and Internet access 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 47 48.3 4.6 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 53.7 41.1 5.2 

 Bulgaria 1005 41.6 43.4 15 

 Czech Rep. 1000 53.6 42.6 3.8 

 Denmark 1002 49 48.9 2.1 

 Germany 1003 50.7 46.1 3.2 

 Estonia 1006 58.9 31.8 9.3 

 Greece 1000 52.3 36.8 10.9 

 Spain 1002 34.2 58.6 7.2 

 France 1010 47.4 49.8 2.8 

 Ireland  1000 69.9 28.1 2.1 

 Italy  1002 43.9 51.4 4.7 

 Cyprus 1000 51.8 38.9 9.3 

 Latvia 1002 40.2 50.2 9.6 

 Lithuania  1001 36.9 55.9 7.2 

 Luxembourg 1002 42.6 54.8 2.6 

 Hungary  1007 39.9 57.2 2.9 

 Malta  1001 56 37.5 6.5 

 Netherlands 1008 46.4 49.7 3.8 

 Austria  1000 37.6 58.3 4.1 

 Poland 1008 62.8 32.6 4.6 

 Portugal 1001 38 53.3 8.8 

 Romania 1002 48.7 45.1 6.2 

 Slovenia 1001 61.6 35.2 3.3 

 Slovakia 1001 51.1 46.6 2.3 

 Finland  1000 49.1 47.3 3.6 

 Sweden 1003 39.9 57.7 2.4 

 United Kingdom  1000 44.1 52 3.9 
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Table 14b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Broadband and internet access ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q5_E. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Broadband and Internet access 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 47 48.3 4.6 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 50.5 46.1 3.4 

 Female 13980 43.8 50.4 5.7 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 52.9 46.2 0.8 

 25 - 39  6064 49.1 49.3 1.6 

 40 - 54 7294 48.9 48.6 2.4 

 55 + 9475 41.9 48.3 9.9 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 37.7 50.8 11.5 

 16 - 20 11656 48.1 47.8 4 

 20 + 7875 48.4 49.5 2.2 

 Still in education  2691 54 44.4 1.6 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 43 53.5 3.5 

 Urban 11504 44.9 50.6 4.5 

 Rural 10382 51.2 43.5 5.3 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 52.6 45.1 2.2 

 Employee 8985 47.3 51.4 1.4 

 Manual worker  2478 48.8 47.8 3.4 

 Not working  12717 45.2 47.1 7.7 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 49.4 46.7 3.9 

 Not aware 17698 45.8 49.4 4.8 
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Table 15a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Environment ï by country  

QUESTION: Q5_F. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Environment 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 87.2 11.4 1.4 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 85.1 12 2.9 

 Bulgaria 1005 77.8 16 6.2 

 Czech Rep. 1000 87.3 11.5 1.1 

 Denmark 1002 89 10.2 0.8 

 Germany 1003 91.2 8.3 0.6 

 Estonia 1006 85.5 11 3.5 

 Greece 1000 94.3 4.8 0.9 

 Spain 1002 85.1 13.3 1.6 

 France 1010 85.9 13.2 0.9 

 Ireland  1000 87.5 12.1 0.4 

 Italy  1002 91.5 7.7 0.7 

 Cyprus 1000 94.5 4.7 0.8 

 Latvia 1002 80.7 15.5 3.8 

 Lit huania 1001 78.4 19.4 2.2 

 Luxembourg 1002 90 9.5 0.5 

 Hungary  1007 89.7 9.3 1 

 Malta  1001 96.7 2.7 0.7 

 Netherlands 1008 82 17.5 0.5 

 Austria  1000 94 5.2 0.8 

 Poland 1008 83.6 14.9 1.5 

 Portugal 1001 85 12 3 

 Romania 1002 80.7 14.7 4.6 

 Slovenia 1001 93.9 5.3 0.8 

 Slovakia 1001 88 11.2 0.9 

 Finland  1000 88 10.8 1.2 

 Sweden 1003 90.7 8.3 1 

 United Kingdom  1000 85.3 12.8 1.9 
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Table 15b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Environment ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_F. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Environment 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 87.2 11.4 1.4 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 84.9 13.9 1.2 

 Female 13980 89.4 9 1.6 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 85.4 14.1 0.5 

 25 - 39  6064 88.9 10.2 0.8 

 40 - 54 7294 88.8 10.5 0.8 

 55 + 9475 85.9 11.6 2.6 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 88 9.6 2.4 

 16 - 20 11656 88.7 9.9 1.4 

 20 + 7875 86.2 13 0.8 

 Still in education  2691 84.6 14.7 0.7 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 87.1 11.9 1 

 Urban 11504 88.5 10.4 1.2 

 Rural 10382 85.8 12.3 1.8 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 85.2 14 0.8 

 Employee 8985 89.2 10.3 0.5 

 Manual worker  2478 90.2 8.9 0.9 

 Not working  12717 85.7 12.1 2.3 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 86.6 12.4 1 

 Not aware 17698 87.7 10.8 1.5 
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Table 16a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Support for small businesses ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q5_G. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Support for small businesses 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 82.8 14.9 2.3 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 80.8  14.5 4.7 

 Bulgaria 1005 74 17.5 8.6 

 Czech Rep. 1000 76.8 20.1 3.1 

 Denmark 1002 67.6 29.5 2.9 

 Germany 1003 82.2 16.1 1.6 

 Estonia 1006 76.2 17.5 6.3 

 Greece 1000 88.5 9.7 1.8 

 Spain 1002 91.2 6.7 2.1 

 France 1010 87.3 11.2 1.5 

 Ireland  1000 89.3 10.4 0.3 

 Italy  1002 88.5 10.7 0.8 

 Cyprus 1000 84 15 1 

 Latvia 1002 79.1 15.5 5.4 

 Lithuania  1001 84.7 12.9 2.4 

 Luxembourg 1002 84.6 13.9 1.6 

 Hungary  1007 77.5 19.8 2.7 

 Malta  1001 84.6 12.3 3.1 

 Netherlands 1008 73.9 23.7 2.4 

 Austria  1000 84.1 14.6 1.3 

 Poland 1008 72.6 23.7 3.7 

 Portugal 1001 86.4 9.4 4.2 

 Romania 1002 68.8 25.9 5.3 

 Slovenia 1001 79.3 17.9 2.8 

 Slovakia 1001 79.9 17.3 2.8 

 Finland  1000 86.1 12.6 1.3 

 Sweden 1003 71.4 24 4.7 

 United Kingdom  1000 85.1 13.4 1.5 
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Table 16b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Support for small businesses ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q5_G. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Support for small businesses 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 82.8 14.9 2.3 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 81.1 16.9 1.9 

 Female 13980 84.3 13.1 2.6 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 77.1 21.3 1.6 

 25 - 39  6064 84 14.9 1.1 

 40 - 54 7294 83.5 15.1 1.4 

 55 + 9475 83.9 12.1 4 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 88.2 8.9 3 

 16 - 20 11656 84.5 13.1 2.3 

 20 + 7875 81.3 17.2 1.6 

 Still in education  2691 73.5 24.6 1.9 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 80.2 17.5 2.3 

 Urban 11504 83.8 14.1 2.1 

 Rural 10382 83 14.6 2.5 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 86 12.9 1.1 

 Employee 8985 82.4 16.3 1.4 

 Manual worker  2478 82.6 15.9 1.5 

 Not working  12717 82.5 14.2 3.3 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 82 15.7 2.3 

 Not aware 17698 83.3 14.5 2.2 
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Table 17a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Employment training ï by country  

QUESTION: Q5_H. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Employment training 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 82.2 16 1.9 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 84 12.4 3.6 

 Bulgaria 1005 72.5 23.1 4.4 

 Czech Rep. 1000 62.4 33.8 3.8 

 Denmark 1002 51 44.9 4.1 

 Germany 1003 85.5 13.4 1.1 

 Estonia 1006 85.8 12.6 1.6 

 Greece 1000 84.7 11.9 3.4 

 Spain 1002 87.7 11.2 1.2 

 France 1010 88.3 10.1 1.6 

 Ireland  1000 85.9 13.6 0.5 

 Italy  1002 89.4 9.7 0.9 

 Cyprus 1000 87.9 10.3 1.8 

 Latvia 1002 79.7 15.9 4.4 

 Lith uania 1001 67 28.9 4.1 

 Luxembourg 1002 85 14.6 0.4 

 Hungary  1007 83 14.9 2 

 Malta  1001 88.5 9.1 2.3 

 Netherlands 1008 84.8 14.1 1.2 

 Austria  1000 66.9 30.6 2.5 

 Poland 1008 71.6 26.8 1.6 

 Portugal 1001 86 10.1 3.9 

 Romania 1002 76.7 19.3 4 

 Slovenia 1001 72.9 25.3 1.8 

 Slovakia 1001 58.6 37.2 4.1 

 Finland  1000 77.5 20.7 1.8 

 Sweden 1003 52.9 39.8 7.3 

 United Kingdom  1000 83.6 15.3 1.1 
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Table 17b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Employment training ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_H. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Employment training 

 

   
Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  
% Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 82.2 16 1.9 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 79.2 19.1 1.6 

 Female 13980 84.9 13 2 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 84.1 14.9 1 

 25 - 39  6064 80.3 18.5 1.2 

 40 - 54 7294 81.5 17.3 1.2 

 55 + 9475 83.3 13.5 3.2 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 88.8 8.8 2.5 

 16 - 20 11656 83.7 14.6 1.7 

 20 + 7875 77.1 21.3 1.6 

 Still in education  2691 80.6 18.1 1.3 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 78.4 19.8 1.8 

 Urban 11504 83.2 15.4 1.4 

 Rural 10382 82.8 14.9 2.3 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 76.5 21.7 1.8 

 Employee 8985 80.4 18.5 1.1 

 Manual worker  2478 82.1 16.7 1.2 

 Not working  12717 84.7 12.8 2.5 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 79 19.5 1.5 

 Not aware 17698 83.9 14.2 1.9 
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Table 18a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Education, health and soci al 
infrastructure ï by country  

QUESTION: Q5_I. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Education, health and social infrastructure 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 89.4 9.2 1.4 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 86 10.6 3.4 

 Bulgaria 1005 86.1 10.8 3.1 

 Czech Rep. 1000 89.1 9.3 1.6 

 Denmark 1002 84.5 14 1.5 

 Germany 1003 89.4 9.2 1.3 

 Estonia 1006 95.3 4.2 0.5 

 Greece 1000 96.1 3.3 0.6 

 Spain 1002 91.4 7.3 1.3 

 France 1010 82.9 15.4 1.7 

 Ireland  1000 93.9 5.7 0.3 

 Italy  1002 94.9 4.8 0.4 

 Cyprus 1000 95.4 3.5 1.1 

 Latvia 1002 95.1 3.2 1.6 

 Lithuania  1001 86.1 11.2 2.7 

 Luxembourg 1002 87.6 11.7 0.7 

 Hungary 1007 93.2 6.6 0.2 

 Malta  1001 95 3.9 1.1 

 Netherlands 1008 88 11.1 0.9 

 Austria  1000 90.1 9.1 0.8 

 Poland 1008 90.6 7.9 1.5 

 Portugal 1001 91.4 6.6 2 

 Romania 1002 90.9 5.7 3.3 

 Slovenia 1001 91.6 7.1 1.4 

 Slovakia 1001 90.3 9.1 0.5 

 Finland  1000 87.4 10.8 1.8 

 Sweden 1003 81.2 17 1.9 

 United Kingdom  1000 87.7 10.6 1.7 
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Table 18b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Education, health and social 
infrastructure ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_I. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Education, health and social infrastructure 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 89.4 9.2 1.4 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 87.5 11.1 1.4 

 Female 13980 91.1 7.4 1.5 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 88.4 10.6 0.9 

 25 - 39  6064 90.3 8.9 0.8 

 40 - 54 7294 89 9.8 1.2 

 55 + 9475 89.6 8.2 2.2 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 91.9 6.7 1.4 

 16 - 20 11656 90.1 8.2 1.7 

 20 + 7875 87.8 11.1 1.1 

 Still in education  2691 87.9 11.3 0.8 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 87.3 11.5 1.1 

 Urban 11504 90.8 8 1.1 

 Rural 10382 88.8 9.3 1.9 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 85.9 12.8 1.3 

 Employee 8985 89.4 9.9 0.7 

 Manual worker  2478 90.5 8.1 1.4 

 Not working  12717 90 8.1 1.9 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 90 9.1 0.9 

 Not aware 17698 89.1 9.3 1.6 
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Table 19a. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Tourism and culture ï by country  

QUESTION: Q5_J. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Tourism and culture 

 

 
 

Total N 

% Among the more 

important ones  % Less important % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 52.5 45.7 1.9 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 54.4 41.9 3.8 

 Bulgaria 1005 62.5 31.6 5.9 

 Czech Rep. 1000 67 30.6 2.3 

 Denmark 1002 44.1 54.5 1.4 

 Germany 1003 40.9 57.5 1.6 

 Estonia 1006 58 38.6 3.5 

 Greece 1000 78 20.8 1.1 

 Spain 1002 45.5 52.8 1.7 

 France 1010 48.2 50.3 1.5 

 Ireland  1000 62.5 37 0.5 

 Italy  1002 78.9 20.4 0.7 

 Cyprus 1000 84 14.5 1.5 

 Latvia 1002 51.7 44.4 3.9 

 Lithuania  1001 48.6 46.6 4.8 

 Luxembourg 1002 46.1 53.5 0.4 

 Hungary  1007 63 35.4 1.6 

 Malta  1001 90.1 8.7 1.1 

 Netherlands 1008 35.1 63.7 1.2 

 Austria  1000 55.5 43.2 1.3 

 Poland 1008 55.1 43.4 1.5 

 Portugal 1001 56.6 39.5 3.9 

 Romania 1002 66.3 30.1 3.6 

 Slovenia 1001 71.4 26.7 1.8 

 Slovakia 1001 72.3 25.8 1.9 

 Finland  1000 33.8 64.1 2.1 

 Sweden 1003 48.2 49.4 2.4 

 United Kingdom  1000 36.9 60.7 2.3 
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Table 19b. EU regional policy ï priority sectors: Tourism and culture ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q5_J. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you. Please tell 

me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important ones for your city or your 

region? - Tourism and culture 

 

   Total N 

% Among the more 

importa nt ones % Less important % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 52.5 45.7 1.9 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 51.6 47 1.4 

 Female 13980 53.2 44.4 2.3 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 49.2 49.9 0.9 

 25 - 39  6064 50.3 48.8 1 

 40 - 54 7294 49.5 49.4 1.1 

 55 + 9475 57.6 39 3.4 

 

EDUCATI ON (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 59.5 37.9 2.6 

 16 - 20 11656 52.5 45.8 1.7 

 20 + 7875 50.4 48.2 1.3 

 Still in education  2691 47.4 51.2 1.4 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  5002 48.8 49.4 1.8 

 Urban 11504 53.9 44.5 1.6 

 Rural 10382 52.6 45.3 2.1 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 52 46.7 1.2 

 Employee 8985 46.6 52.5 0.9 

 Manual worker  2478 56.1 42.4 1.4 

 Not working  12717 55.9 41.3 2.7 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 9139 58.7 40.1 1.2 

 Not aware 17698 49.1 48.8 2.1 
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Table 20a. Preferred level of decision-making for EU regional support projects ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q6. At which level should decisions about EU Regional policy projects be taken? 

 

  Total N % Local % Regional % National % EU % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 27.6 28.9 20.5 17.1 5.8 

COUNTRY        

 Belgium 1000 10.5 30.5 22.8 29.1 7.1 

 Bulgaria 1005 37.4 15.8 18.8 16.3 11.7 

 Czech Rep. 1000 39 34.3 12.8 7.2 6.7 

 Denmark 1002 18.6 28.1 29.9 15.6 7.8 

 Germany 1003 26.6 34.4 17.6 15 6.3 

 Estonia 1006 28.8 17.8 35.9 10.9 6.7 

 Greece 1000 33.8 22 22.6 17.7 4 

 Spain 1002 18.2 21.5 26.7 29 4.6 

 France 1010 16.9 37.2 16.6 24.2 5.2 

 Ireland  1000 33 16.3 29.4 18.8 2.6 

 Italy  1002 26.5 32 18.7 17.1 5.7 

 Cyprus 1000 32.2 13.4 23.2 25.3 5.9 

 Latvia 1002 20.8 25.9 31.7 13.4 8.2 

 Lithuania  1001 24.7 19.9 24.9 20.3 10.2 

 Luxembourg 1002 11.3 23.3 29.8 31.5 4.2 

 Hungary  1007 35.4 27.5 14.8 18 4.2 

 Malta  1001 24.3 6 40.9 19.8 9 

 Netherlands 1008 14.4 38.5 24.9 19.3 3 

 Austria  1000 13.3 37.2 26 17.5 6 

 Poland 1008 45 29.6 13.4 8.4 3.6 

 Portugal 1001 18.4 27.9 22.4 20 11.3 

 Romania 1002 39.9 9.7 21.1 19.7 9.6 

 Slovenia 1001 23.9 29.7 22.2 15.7 8.6 

 Slovakia 1001 25.6 35.5 14.8 16.6 7.5 

 Finland  1000 29.3 24.7 36.4 5.9 3.6 

 Sweden 1003 23.2 29.8 29.2 10.7 7.1 

 
United 
Kingdom  1000 38.9 21.9 25 8.5 5.8 
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Table 20b. Preferred level of decision-making for EU regional support projects ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q6. At which level should decisions about EU regional policy projects be taken? 

 

   Total N % Local % Regional % National % EU % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 27.6 28.9 20.5 17.1 5.8 

 

SEX        

Male 13087 26.2 29.8 20.7 19.1 4.2 

 Female 13980 28.9 28.1 20.4 15.2 7.4 

 

AGE        

15 - 24 3939 21.2 24.7 26.3 23.6 4.2 

 25 - 39  6064 26.8 31.2 21.1 16.5 4.5 

 40 - 54 7294 30.2 31.7 17.2 16.7 4.2 

 55 + 9475 28.6 27.3 20.6 15.1 8.5 

 

EDUCATION 

(en d of)  
      

Until 15 years of 

age 
4180 28.8 22.1 21.7 17.6 9.8 

 16 - 20 11656 31 29 18.9 16.2 4.9 

 20 + 7875 24.4 34.3 20.4 16.5 4.5 

 Still in education  2691 21.4 25.8 26.6 21.3 4.9 

 

URBANISATION        

Metropolitan  5002 22.7 27.1 23.9 20.2 6.1 

 Urban 11504 28.5 29.1 20.8 16.7 4.9 

 Rural 10382 28.9 29.8 18.7 16.1 6.7 

 

OCCUPATION        

Self-employed 2733 28.7 34.5 17.9 14.7 4.3 

 Employee 8985 28 33 19 16.7 3.4 

 Manual worker  2478 28 26.2 19.7 21.2 4.9 

 Not working  12717 26.9 25.5 22.3 17.2 8.1 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT 

PROJECTS  

      

Aware 9139 31.4 30.7 18.2 15.5 4.2 

 Not aware 17698 25.8 28.2 21.8 17.8 6.5 
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Table 21a. Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between 
regions in different countries ï by country  

QUESTION: Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU regional funding? 

 

  Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 

EU27  27067 18.5 79.1 2.4 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 1000 8.2 88.1 3.8 

 Bulgaria 1005 18.6 74.2 7.2 

 Czech Rep. 1000 23.6 73 3.4 

 Denmark 1002 32.8 66.7 0.5 

 Germany 1003 16.3 81.4 2.3 

 Estonia 1006 22.3 70.7 7 

 Greece 1000 9.6 87.8 2.6 

 Spain 1002 32.6 65.8 1.5 

 France 1010 10.3 89 0.7 

 Ireland  1000 27.9 70.6 1.5 

 Italy  1002 7.3 89.5 3.1 

 Cyprus 1000 11.2 86.7 2.1 

 Latvia 1002 21.7 74.1 4.2 

 Lithuania  1001 30.3 64.5 5.2 

 Luxembourg 1002 29 70 1 

 Hungary  1007 23.7 71.7 4.7 

 Malta  1001 45.3 43.5 11.2 

 Netherlands 1008 15.9 81.7 2.4 

 Austria  1000 25.8 70.9 3.3 

 Poland 1008 26.5 71.6 2 

 Portugal 1001 16.4 77.7 5.9 

 Romania 1002 32.6 63.1 4.3 

 Slovenia 1001 15.2 83.5 1.3 

 Slovakia 1001 20.5 75.4 4 

 Finland  1000 12.6 84.4 3 

 Sweden 1003 13 85.8 1.2 

 United Kingdom  1000 20.2 78.3 1.5 
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Table 21b. Awareness that EU regional funding is helping cooperation between 
regions in different countries ï by segment 

QUESTION: Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU regional funding? 

 

   Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 EU27  27067 18.5 79.1 2.4 

 

SEX      

Male 13087 20.5 77.6 1.9 

 Female 13980 16.5 80.6 2.9 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 3939 13.1 85.6 1.3 

 25 - 39  6064 17.1 81.5 1.4 

 40 - 54 7294 20.7 77.5 1.8 

 55 + 9475 19.9 76.1 3.9 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 4180 15.1 81.1 3.8 

 16 - 20 11656 16.9 81 2.2 

 20 + 7875 24.1 73.9 2 

 Still in education  2691 15.6 83.3 1.1 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropoli tan 5002 22 75.7 2.3 

 Urban 11504 18.9 78.6 2.5 

 Rural 10382 16.3 81.5 2.2 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 2733 23.9 74.6 1.5 

 Employee 8985 19.8 78.8 1.4 

 Manual worker  2478 17.3 80.4 2.2 

 Not working  12717 16.6 80.1 3.3 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJ ECTS  
    

Aware 9139 31.6 65.6 2.8 

 Not aware 17698 11.7 86.3 2 
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Table 22a. Should more EU funds be available for cross-border cooperation? ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting cooperation between regions in different countries? 

Base: those who aware of cooperation between regions in different countries 

 

  Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 

EU27  4995 66.8 26.6 6.6 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 82 64 35.4 0.6 

 Bulgaria 187 69.6 23 7.5 

 Czech Rep. 236 75.4 16.3 8.3 

 Denmark 329 60.2 25.4 14.4 

 Germany 163 50.7 44.1 5.2 

 Estonia 224 84.3 8.9 6.8 

 Greece 96 64.5 33.1 2.4 

 Spain 327 71.1 22.4 6.5 

 France 104 62 29.6 8.4 

 Ireland  279 77.6 19 3.4 

 Italy  73 71.4 24.6 4 

 Cyprus 112 77 17.2 5.8 

 Latvia 217 59.9 24 16.1 

 Lithuania  303 75.9 16.2 8 

 Luxembourg 291 69.8 25.5 4.7 

 Hungary  238 71.5 24.6 4 

 Malta  453 75 12.4 12.6 

 Netherlands 161 61.1 33.7 5.1 

 Austria  258 54 41 5.1 

 Poland 267 72.4 19.4 8.3 

 Portugal 164 70.8 21.8 7.4 

 Romania 326 74.5 14.3 11.2 

 Slovenia 153 71.9 19.2 8.9 

 Slovakia 206 74.9 17.9 7.2 

 Finland  126 51.9 41.9 6.3 

 Sweden 130 65.5 20.9 13.5 

 United Kingdom  202 70.8 26 3.2 
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Table 22b. Should more EU funds be available for cross-border cooperation? ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting cooperation between regions in different countries? 

Base: those aware of cooperation between regions in different countries 

 

   Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 EU27  4995 66.8 26.6 6.6 

 

SEX      

Male 2685 66.3 27.5 6.2 

 Female 2310 67.5 25.5 7 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 515 69.4 26.9 3.8 

 25 - 39  1037 67.1 27.7 5.3 

 40 - 54 1512 62 30 7.9 

 55 + 1888 69.5 23.5 7 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 630 69.4 21.9 8.8 

 16 - 20 1966 66.5 27.2 6.3 

 20 + 1899 64.9 28.6 6.5 

 Still in education  420 71.3 25 3.7 

 

URBANISATION      

Metropolitan  1102 66.7 28.4 4.9 

 Urban 2175 68.3 24.6 7.1 

 Rural 1692 64.8 28.2 7 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 654 63.2 26.3 10.4 

 Employee 1783 67.5 27.1 5.5 

 Manual worker  430 69.1 26.4 4.5 

 Not working  2112 67 26.3 6.7 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 2892 68.8 23.7 7.5 

 Not aware 2077 64 30.8 5.2 
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Table 23a. Awareness of the EUôs Baltic Sea Region cooperation programme ï by 
country  

QUESTION: Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the countries around the Baltic 

Sea? 

Base: respondents from the Baltic Sea countries 

 

  Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 

EU27  8135 33 64.1 3 

COUNTRY      

 Belgium 0 0 0 0 

 Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 

 Czech Rep. 0 0 0 0 

 Denmark 1002 41.1 57.9 0.9 

 Germany 1003 26.8 71.9 1.3 

 Estonia 1006 51 42.5 6.5 

 Greece 0 0 0 0 

 Spain 0 0 0 0 

 France 0 0 0 0 

 Ireland  0 0 0 0 

 Italy  0 0 0 0 

 Cyprus 0 0 0 0 

 Latvia 1002 51.3 45.5 3.3 

 Lithuania  1001 39 55.3 5.6 

 Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 

 Hungary  0 0 0 0 

 Malta  0 0 0 0 

 Netherlands 0 0 0 0 

 Austria  0 0 0 0 

 Poland 1008 31.9 61.2 6.8 

 Portugal 0 0 0 0 

 Romania 0 0 0 0 

 Slovenia 0 0 0 0 

 Slovakia 0 0 0 0 

 Finland  1000 63.1 35.5 1.4 

 Sweden 1003 63.3 34.2 2.5 

 United Kingdom  0 0 0 0 
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Table 23b. Awareness of the EUôs Baltic Sea Region cooperation programme ï by 
segment 

QUESTION: Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the countries around the Baltic 

Sea? 

Base: respondents from the Baltic Sea countries 

 

   Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA  

 EU27  8135 33 64.1 3 

 

SEX      

Male 3931 35.3 62 2.7 

 Female 4203 30.8 66 3.2 

 

AGE      

15 - 24 1282 21.9 76.5 1.6 

 25 - 39  1639 26.2 69.8 4 

 40 - 54 2265 32 65.8 2.3 

 55 + 2877 42.6 54 3.3 

 

EDUCATION (end of)      

Until 15 years of age 753 34.5 62.4 3.1 

 16 - 20 3649 28.3 67.8 3.9 

 20 + 2619 41.6 56.6 1.8 

 Still in education  930 25.8 72.4 1.8 

 

URBANISATION       

Metropolitan  1534 40.2 55.7 4.1 

 Urban 3131 35.3 60.6 4.1 

 Rural 3455 27.8 70.9 1.3 

 

OCCUPATION      

Self-employed 846 40 57.5 2.5 

 Employee 2834 32.1 66.3 1.5 

 Manual worker  712 30.1 64.8 5.1 

 Not working  3718 32.6 63.8 3.6 

 

EU REGIONAL 

SUPPORT PROJECTS  
    

Aware 2817 45.1 50.2 4.8 

 Not aware 5259 26.5 71.6 1.9 
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II. Survey details  
 

This general population survey ñCitizensô awareness and perceptions of EU regional policyò (Flash 

Eurobarometer N
o
 298) was conducted for the European Commission, Directorate-General for 

Regional Policy - Unit B.1 Communication, Information, Relations with Third Countries.  

 

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country, with the exception of the Bulgaria, Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia where both telephone 

and face-to-face interviews were conducted (70% webCATI and 30% F2F interviews). Note: Flash 

Eurobarometer surveys systematically include mobile phones in samples in Austria, Finland, Italy, 

Portugal and Spain. 

 

Telephone interviews were conducted in each country between the 18/06/2010 and the 22/06/2010 by 

the following institutes: 

 

Belgium   BE Gallup Europe   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)  

Czech Republic  CZ Focus Agency   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)  

Denmark   DK Hermelin    (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Germany   DE IFAK    (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Estonia    EE Saar Poll   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Greece    EL Metroanalysis  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Spain    ES Gallup Spain   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

France    FR Efficience3   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Ireland   IE Gallup UK  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Italy    IT Demoskopea   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Cyprus   CY  CYMAR  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Latvia    LV  Latvian Facts  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Lithuania  LT  Baltic Survey  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Luxembourg   LU Gallup Europe   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Hungary   HU  Gallup Hungary  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Malta    MT  MISCO   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Netherlands   NL MSR    (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Austria    AT Spectra   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Poland    PL  Gallup Poland   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Portugal   PT Consulmark   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)    

Slovenia   SI Cati d.o.o  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Slovakia   SK  Focus Agency  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Finland    FI Norstat Finland Oy   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Sweden    SE Hermelin   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

United Kingdom UK Gallup UK  (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Bulgaria   BG  Vitosha   (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)   

Romania  RO Gallup Romania (Interviews: 18/06/2010 - 22/06/2010)     

 

Representativeness of the results 

 

Each national sample is representative of the population aged 15 years and above.  

 

Sample sizes 

 

In each EU country, the target sample size was 1000 respondents; the table below shows the achieved 

sample size by country. 

 

A weighting factor was applied to the national results in order to compute a marginal total where each 

country contributes to the EU27 result in proportion to its population. 
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The table below presents, for each country:   

(1) the number of interviews actually carried out  

(2) the population-weighted total number of interviews  

 

Total interviews 

 

 Total Interviews 

 
Conducted % of Total  

EU27 

weighted 

% of Total 

(weighted) 

Total  27067 100 27067 100 

BE 1000 3.7 570 2.1 

BG 1005 3.7 432 1.6 

CZ 1000 3.7 572 2.1 

DK 1002 3.7 288 1.1 

DE 1003 3.7 4601 17 

EE 1006 3.7 74 0.3 

EL 1000 3.7 622 2.3 

ES 1002 3.7 2468 9.1 

FR 1010 3.7 3352 12.4 

IE 1000 3.7 223 0.8 

IT 1002 3.7 3299 12.2 

CY 1000 3.7 41 0.2 

LV 1002 3.7 127 0.5 

LT 1001 3.7 185 0.7 

LU 1002 3.7 25 0.1 

HU 1007 3.7 554 2 

MT 1001 3.7 22 0.1 

NL 1008 3.7 870 3.2 

AT 1000 3.7 455 1.7 

PL 1008 3.7 2084 7.7 

PT 1001 3.7 582 2.1 

RO 1002 3.7 1185 4.4 

SI 1001 3.7 112 0.4 

SK 1001 3.7 294 1.1 

FI 1000 3.7 284 1 

SE 1003 3.7 491 1.8 

UK 1000 3.7 3255 12 

 

Questionnaires 

 

1. The questionnaire prepared for this survey is reproduced at the end of this report, in English. 

2. The institutes listed above translated the questionnaire in their respective national language(s). 

3. One copy of each national questionnaire is annexed to the results (volume tables). 

 

Tables of results 

 

VOLUME A: COUNTRY BY COUNTRY 

The VOLUME A tables present the EU27 results country by country. 

 

VOLUME B: RESPONDENTSô DEMOGRAPHICS 

The VOLUME B tables present the European Union results with the following socio-demographic 

characteristics of respondents as breakdowns: 
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Volume B: 

Sex (Male, Female) 

Age (15-24, 25-39, 40-54, 55 +) 

Subjective urbanisation (Metropolitan zone, Other town/urban centre, Rural zone) 

Occupation (Self-employed, Employee, Manual worker, Not working) 

Education (-15, 16-20, 21+, Still in full time education) 

 

Sampling error 

 

Surveys are designed and conducted to provide an estimate of a true value of characteristics of a 

population at a given time. An estimate of a survey is unlikely to exactly equal the true population 

quantity of interest for a variety of reasons. One of these reasons is that data in a survey are collected 

from only some ï a sample of ï members of the population, this to make data collection cheaper and 

faster. The ñmargin of errorò is a common summary of sampling error, which quantifies uncertainty 

about (or confidence in) a survey result.  

 

Usually, one calculates a 95 percent confidence interval of the format: survey estimate +/- margin of 

error.  This interval of values will contain the true population value at least 95% of time.  

 

For example, if it was estimated that 45% of EU citizens are in favour of a single European currency 

and this estimate is based on a sample of 100 EU citizens, the associated margin of error is about 10 

percentage points. The 95 percent confidence interval for support for a European single currency 

would be (45%-10%) to (45%+10%), suggesting that in the EU the support for a European single 

currency could range from 35% to 55%. Because of the small sample size of 100 EU citizens, there is 

considerable uncertainty about whether or not the citizens of the EU support a single currency.  

 

As a general rule, the more interviews conducted (sample size), the smaller the margin of error. Larger 

samples are more likely to give results closer to the true population quantity and thus have smaller 

margins of error. For example, a sample of 500 will produce a margin of error of no more than about 

4.5 percentage points, and a sample of 1,000 will produce a margin of error of no more than about 3 

percentage points.  

 

     Margin of error (95% confidence interval) 

 

Survey 

estimate 

Sample size (n) 

10 50 100 150 200 400 800 1000 2000 4000 

5% 13.5% 6.0% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0% 2.1% 1.5% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 

10% 18.6% 8.3% 5.9% 4.8% 4.2% 2.9% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 0.9% 

25% 26.8% 12.0% 8.5% 6.9% 6.0% 4.2% 3.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.3% 

50% 31.0% 13.9% 9.8% 8.0% 6.9% 4.9% 3.5% 3.1% 2.2% 1.5% 

75% 26.8% 12.0% 8.5% 6.9% 6.0% 4.2% 3.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.3% 

90% 18.6% 8.3% 5.9% 4.8% 4.2% 2.9% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 0.9% 

95% 13.5% 6.0% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0% 2.1% 1.5% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 

(The values in the table are the margin of error ï at 95% confidence level ï for a given 

survey estimate and sample size) 

 

The examples show that the size of a sample is a crucial factor affecting the margin of error. 

Nevertheless, once past a certain point ï a sample size of 800 or 1,000 ï the improvement is small. For 

example, to reduce the margin of error to 1.5% would require a sample size of 4,000.  
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III. Questionnaire  
 

A. GENERAL AWARENESS AND ACCEPTANCE OF EU REGIONAL POLICY  
 

Q1A. Europe provides financial support in regions and cities. Have you heard about EU co-financed 

projects to improve the area you live in?  

- Yes, aware .................................................................................. 1 

- No, not aware ............................................................................. 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

[IF  Q1A =1] 

Q1B. Where did you hear about it? 

[READ OUT  - ROTATE]  

- National newspapers ................................................................... 1 

- Local or regional newspapers ..................................................... 2 

- TV ............................................................................................... 3 

- Radio .......................................................................................... 4 

- Internet ....................................................................................... 5 

- Billboard ..................................................................................... 6 

- Brochure  .................................................................................... 7  

- Workplace  ................................................................................. 8 

- [Other]  ....................................................................................... 9 

- [DK/NA]  ................................................................................... 99 

 

A. First choice .................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

B. Second choice ................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

[IF  Q1A = 1] 

Q1C. Taking into consideration all the projects you have heard about, would you say that this 

support had a positive or negative impact on the development in your city or region?   

- Positive impact ........................................................................... 1 

- Negative impact .......................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

[IF  Q1C = 2] 

Q1D. Why do you think it was negative? 

- There was too little funding to make an impact  ........................ 1 

- Funding went to the wrong projects  .......................................... 2 

- Too difficult to access the funds  ................................................ 3 

- For other reasons  ....................................................................... 4 

Please specify: ................................................ 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

Q2. Have you in your daily life benefited from a project funded by the European Regional 

Development Fund or the Cohesion Fund? 

- Yes .............................................................................................. 1 

- No ............................................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 
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B.  ON THE PRIORITIES OF EU REGIONAL POLICY  
 

Q4. Most European regional funding is concentrated on the poorest regions in order to help them 

to catch up.  In your opinion, is this rather a good or rather a bad thing? 

- Rather a good thing .................................................................... 1 

- Rather a bad thing....................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

Q4a. Outside the poorest regions European regional policy also supports economic development 

projects although there is less money available. In your opinion, should the EU support all 

regions or concentrate exclusively on the poorer ones? 

- The EU should help all its regions ............................................. 1 

- The EU should only support the poorer regions ......................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

Q4b. Where would you target aid under EU regional policy?   

[READ OUT] [MULTIPLE  ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE] 

- On the regions with high unemployment ................................... 1 

- On border regions ....................................................................... 2 

- On deprived urban areas ............................................................. 3 

- To improve the competitiveness of growth regions ................... 4 

- On remote rural or mountain areas ............................................. 5 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

Q5. EU regional policy can support many different sectors. I will read a list of areas to you.  Please 

tell me for each of them, if you consider them among the more important or less important 

ones for your city or your region?  

- Among the more important ones ................................................ 1 

- Less important ............................................................................ 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

A. Better transport facilities (rail, road, airports) ...................................................... 1 2 9 

B. Energy networks (electricity, gas) ........................................................................ 1 2 9 

C. Renewable, clean energy ...................................................................................... 1 2 9 

D. Research and innovation  ..................................................................................... 1 2 9 

E. Broadband and Internet access ............................................................................. 1 2 9 

F. Environment .......................................................................................................... 1 2 9 

G. Support for small businesses ................................................................................ 1 2 9 

H. Employment training ............................................................................................ 1 2 9 

I. Education, health and social infrastructure ............................................................ 1 2 9 

J. Tourism and culture ............................................................................................... 1 2 9 

 

 

C. ON THE WAY IN WHICH THE EU REGIONAL POLICY OPERATES (MULTI -

LEVEL GOVERNANCE; PARTNERSHIP)  
 

Q6. At which level should decisions about EU regional policy projects be taken? 

[ONLY  ONE ANSWER IS POSSIBLE!] 

 

- Local ........................................................................................... 1 

- Regional  .................................................................................... 2 

- National ...................................................................................... 3 

- EU ............................................................................................... 4 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 
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D. ON TERRITORIAL COOPERATION PROGRAMMES   
 

Q7A. Are you aware of regions in different countries cooperating because of EU regional funding? 

- Yes .............................................................................................. 1 

- No ............................................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA ] ..................................................................................... 9 

 

[IF  Q7A = 1] 

Q7B. Should more funds be spent on supporting cooperation between regions in different countries? 

- Yes .............................................................................................. 1 

- No ............................................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

[ONLY IN BALTIC SEA REGION COUNTRIES] 

Q8. Are you aware that there is strategy to promote cooperation between the countries around the 

Baltic Sea?  

- Yes .............................................................................................. 1 

- No ............................................................................................... 2 

- [DK/NA]  ..................................................................................... 9 

 

 

D1.   Gender   [DO NOT ASK - MARK APPROPRIATE] 

 [ 1 ]  Male 

 [ 2 ]  Female 

 

D2.  How old are you? 

  [_][_] years old 

 [ 0 0 ]  [REFUSAL/NO ANSWER]  

 

D3. How old were you when you stopped full-time education?  

 [Write in THE AGE  WHEN EDUCATION  WAS TERMINATED] 

  [_][_] years old 

  [ 0 0 ]  [STILL IN FULL TIME EDUCATION]  

  [ 0 1 ]  [NEVER BEEN IN FULL TIME EDUCATION] 

 [ 9 9 ]  [REFUSAL/NO ANSWER] 

 

D4.  As far as your current occupation is concerned, would you say you are self-employed, an 

employee, a manual worker or would you say that you are without a professional activity? 

Does it mean that you are a(n)... 

 [IF A RESPONSE TO THE MAIN CATEGORY IS GIVEN, READ OUT THE RESPECTIVE 

SUB-CATEGORIES - ONE ANSWER ONLY] 

 

- Self-employed 

 Ą i.e. :  - farmer, forester, fisherman ............................................................................ 11 

 - owner of a shop, craftsman ........................................................................... 12 

 - professional (lawyer, medical practitioner, accountant, architect,...) .......... 13 

 - manager of a company .................................................................................. 14 

 - other ............................................................................................................... 15 

- Employee  

 Ą i.e. :   - professional (employed doctor, lawyer, accountant, architect) .................. 21 

  - general management, director or top management ...................................... 22 

  - middle management ...................................................................................... 23 

  - Civil servant .................................................................................................. 24 

  - office clerk ..................................................................................................... 25 

  - other employee (salesman, nurse, etc...) ....................................................... 26 

  - other ............................................................................................................... 27 
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 - Manual worker  

 Ą i.e. :   - supervisor / foreman (team manager, etc...) ................................................ 31 

  - Manual worker .............................................................................................. 32 

  - unskilled manual worker ............................................................................... 33 

  - other ............................................................................................................... 34 

- Without a professional activity 

 Ą i.e. :  - looking after the home .................................................................................. 41 

  - student (full time) .......................................................................................... 42 

  - retired  ............................................................................................................ 43 

  - seeking a job .................................................................................................. 44 

  - other ............................................................................................................... 45 

 - [Refusal] ........................................................................................................................... 99 

 

 


